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1. 1Introduction

[} ) -
One of the hasxc Skllls required by our soc1eLy is 11teracy, and the insti-

tution in our society charged with Lth reSponslblllty is the school In recent.
\ -

0 NP .

yeacs Lhere has been some concern that schools are not able to perform thls

"1 L ¢
U

functlon fully Wi thoyt aid from other agencies in the soc1ety, such ag .the home,

the community, public libraries and 1ndustry Much pub11c1ty at the federal

"state and local levels has been glven to the lack of 11teracy in the Amerlcan

population. High national ,priority has been assigned to the acqulsltlon of

literacy, skills by children and adults. Further; federal funding for ‘a variety

. .
° @ M . . - -

.
-of literacy training programs for all segments of the_population is indicative

-
[y

of the " commi tment by various agencies to the creation of a completely literate
populatxon. The contlnued funding of the lvte;acy efforts of 27 stabe‘darected
Right.to Read (RQR) Prpgrams represents one such commitment. The state of ‘
;Illinois throuéh'itg state educgtional erartment has been iuxolve& in Right to

, .

Read programs for the last three years. It is appropriate that programs of

this importance bBe evaluated garefully.

-
-

The comprehensxve assessment of nght to Read programs, in IllanLS began

> N

September %5, 1975. A proposal was submitted by the Research and Development (R&D)

Center of the College ofxEducation, Roosevelt Unlver51ty in the summer of 1975 in

response to an RFP from the Illinois Office of Education: The request for pro-
posals called for an outside evaluatign of approximately 60 projects CB;Oughout

the state and the two training programs operated to prepare Right to Read directors.

.

' - # » \
.The three general purposes of the Right to Read effort in Illinois are:
¢ N 4 ‘/’

»

1.. To provide local®itizens. with the knowledge and expertise
necessary to achieve 907% llteracy by 1980; A

[y

o

To encourage %he development of‘actlon programs at the local

level to achieve the above goal;
/




oo 3. To train local Right to Read d1rectors in the areas of recent
’ trends in readlng, good communication techniques, working with
.  local advisory councils, planplng and" assessing programs. 3
. N
. The contract to evaluate'the Right to Read programs in Illinois was awarded *

-

by the Illinois Office of Education to the Research and Pevelopment staff of

]

Roosevelt University. The following objectives had to be accompllshed in Lhe.
- L]

time .frame September 15, 1975 through March 31, 1976.

1. To analyze and repoxt the state level Right to Read status
relatlve to program obJectlves.
\ . L} * »
2. ‘To analyze and report local education agencies status re-
1at1velhp criteria for commudity literacy programs éstabllshed
by the stite nght to Read Advisory Council.

. 3. To prepare.a computer model for monitoring, reviewlng, updatlng
N S and adJustﬁng Right to Read activities of the local education
agency. -\ - v ) v
- \
4, To aua”ze and interpret thg‘present implementation process
-, followed by the state level &ight to Read Program and recom-
mend alteﬁpatlve avenues fox ‘reaching objectives.

A few wprds should be said about the structure and function*of the Right
to Read Program in,Illinois, The Right to Read Program in Illinois waé federally
- funded ini:ially in 1973 through a grant to the state upon submiss;on of a pré-
posal prepared by the members of the state Riéht to Read staff, functioning in
. the former Office of the Sdp;rinteﬁdent of Public Instructions(OSPI), Instruc-

tional Services Division. The state staff incldded a director of R2R and ti

consultants, one fgr each.geographic region in the state. In 1974-75 the/state

-

- R2R gtaff planned the program with the approval of the Director of the Instrue-

tional Services Division, recr@ited applicants for the training programs, se-

\\ -

lected candidates for thg training programs, engaged consultants and space for
1, \‘ 3

"1 . ' ‘ -

1Paraphrased from RFP 1ssuea by nght to Read staff of If{linois Office of
Education, June, 1975. .

i

-

21t was discovered that the Criteria for Community Literacy Programs being
developed by the State Advxsory Council was in the working draft stage and was
not approved by the Council or communicated to local pre;ect directors. Conse-
quently, the objectives ‘could not be used for evaluation of 'local projects.




. — N .

F . : Yo
the two training programs (January, 1974 and August, 1974), prepared materigls,

-

assesded activities such as the training programs,’ prepared reports and pro- .
posals, and allocated andﬁmqnagag other resources‘of lhe RZ& funds. In Dec;mbgg.
,:l?75 the new‘State Superintendent of Fducation instituted_differeﬁt organiza-
tional arrﬁngeménts in the Iliinoié %ffice u}-Educétion (former1§ thé 0SPDY.
N " The Instructional Services Division gecame the Di&ision of Program Planning and e -

. T X . !
\ Development and a new Director was appointed when the former Director was se-’
\ R - . X
lected to function as a special consultant to the new Superintendént, In 1976
- ! ]
the Right. to Read staff was reduced,to the Director and one Educational Consultant

and the new round .of training p:gg%ams was contracted out to‘three universities,

’

one in each of the three regions ‘in the state.
N i ¥ [

-

: . t . .
) L Several interesting problems surfaced during the period of the formulation

~

. " and implementatipn of the proposed evaluation design. . For example, the design

[ - >

1 called for the speclficatlon of objectives at the local and state level. It was
discovered that no single set nf objectives or tasks existed t¢ structure the

-

activitieslof he projects at the state or local level. Local,proiects had the
Tw . p " N ’

option of {mpleqenting the three broad R2R pdkposes stated above in what they
. . : N 4
perceived to.be the most expeditipu;\way, éiven their roles and their communi-

ties. The state R2R staff supported local efforts through workshops,. site

L) .
visits, literature, information dissemination and consultant service. No stand-

ard of performance at the local level was aGailable, but the etaie staff4membe;s

i could identify “successful and unsuccessful" projects. It was necessary for the
N &!'
’ R&D evaluators to objectify and specify the implied criteria upon which the

state staff's judgments were made. Addxtlonally, the evaluators had to accom-

a

modate the feature of self selection or voluntarism in the anaI"sis of the local

1]
preject ditectors' activities. Although local R2R directors were gyiven living »
/ . - . B

. -
expenses during the four week state sponsored training programs, their R2R acti-
A, oo

vities were entirely voluntary when they returned to their local districts. |




" N
v
. , R
v v / '4'
.
N

¢ .

! /

i N . “

Given the commonalities and the unique features of the Right to Read

i sPrograms In the State of Illinois, the Research and Developmen;‘staff proposed

) S ’ -
to design the evaluation based on the Discrepancy Evaluation Model.1 The Dis-

»

» -

3 crepancy Evaluation Model (DEM), well-known to educational researchers, is

Wwell-suited to the evaluation of staﬁe-yide and federal projects,2 each of which

)
-

has,h‘§et of common elements and unique program features.

A complexe explanation of the rationale and design of the evaluation is

presented in sec ion 1I. However, it ghould be stated here that the evaluation
t "N\ ’ .

scheme dgfsigned wag comprehensive, systemat}c and involved a continuous moni-,
-~ ’ -
b ¥

s Y . 3

. toring rocesswfox ‘e multi-year program. The model further provided for
ﬁﬁbih formative and ¢ mmative evaluation.4 Information could be gathered system-
oy, ! (" ' by .
aticysly and periodically and the design allowed the analysis of the information

~

A . to be easily and quickly available to program management. Finally, the model

provided comparative data‘concerning tﬂe many local projects involved in tne
state-wide Right to Read program.

The DEY required the specification (by participants iq_the program at the
state and local levels) of a@set of ideal goals or objectives which could be
met by accomp113h1ng a set of t;sgs attendant to each of the objectives. Then .
measures were mahe of how many tasks had been accomplished as a kind of reality

- { -

-check. By comgaring the "real accomplishments and the ideal objectives, a dis-

Walcolm Provus, Dlscrepancy E¢aluation (ﬁEkaeyi\California: McCutchan
Publishing Company; 1971). Tt
2”Evalpation Workplan and Program Design for iiew Hampshire StéEE‘Beggft-
ment Right to Read Program,' FY 1975.
‘ B ' S
3J. R. Sanders, and D. .I. Cunningham, "A Structure for Farmative‘Evalua-

" tion in Product Development,” Review of Educat10na1 Research, 1973, 43(2),
p. 217. L 1. - o ] . .

*

~

7, ’ . 3 o x
*M. Scriven, "The Mechodology of Evaluation" in R. E. Stake (Ed.), AERA .
*fonograph Series on Currj-<alum Evaluation, No. 1, Chicage: Rand McNally, 1967.

-

b4
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crepancy scofe is derived. . . )
R D ' /

Ideal Objectives ~ (compared to) Real Task Accompli hment = Discrepancy

ro -

The four initial proposal objectives in the contract dii\not call for spe-
p .

gi%ication of each program'f unique set of goals. After consultation with the .
. . . .
state R2R staff, the two additional proposal objectives were included in the

evalpétion design. The Research and Development Center would:
1. Prepare a taxonomy for the discrepancy evaluation of the Right
to‘ Read Programs in Illinois from all generi¢ and specific ma- P

e terial collected by the Illinois Office of Education. The -
. taxonomy would be a classification system prepared in terms of ' )
the major elements of the program and the specific sub-elements, it

receptor ‘populations and project activities. An example of the
general aspects of the tagonomy is shown in Appendix A. The
taxonomy would be coded for the computer. T
2. Prepare an "ideal" set of qualitative and quantitative criteria
for each of the major objectives in the Right to Read Program /
in Illinois from the file material available.

*

- During the months of. September and October 1975, several meetings were held
with the staff of the R & D Center and the state R2R staff. In the course of -

the discussions, it was deétermined that it would be more useful if ‘the R and D

staff would design a mon{toring instrument based.on common and optional objec-
tives esfabliéhed by thé state and the local projects. ‘Consequeuntly, the four
originaly objectives of the evaluatior contract were modified as follows:

1. Assess the tfaining progréms with respect to project and.

personnel attrition rates and degrees of success. (See
October 17, 1975 Interim Report in Appendix A)

4

2. Collect, analyze and interpret status of Right to Read
programs on a statewide, regional and local level by
examination of the Right to Read project files, telephone
interviews and mailings. -

~ . - - »

3. Review data and prepare a computerized model for monitoring,
reviewing, updating and adjusting activities at the local
level. . : '

4, Analyze the present implementation process of the State )

14




“Right to Read program and recommend alternative avenues
for reaching objectives.

The Research and Development Center established a new time line of activi-

ties and proceéed to analyze files and refine instruments and programs. By

October 20, 1975 an Interim Report, the monitoring instrumeint and format of the-

v - —_— —

design for the computer program wereidelivered to the state.

The major data,sources'were local R2R projec; files, state staff reports .

. < /

and recordé, budget information, Title I records, federal R2R documents and
ggidelines;'appiiéations of the R2R project éi?ectors Gpotentiai and actual)
trainihgrprogram materials, telephohe surveys of sele;ted R2R project directors,
interviews with state staff and R2R director's reports of the numbers éf ihdi-
viéuals and institutions in?olved in their projects. The major. source of. in~
formation for the analysis of local R2R projecfs were the individual project
files in the state offices iﬁ Springfield and Chicago. -Analysis of data was
ongoing: - ’

This final report is a sum;;ry of the half year of worg of the Research

-

and Dévelopment Center staff. We are most grateful to State staff for their .

e $
assistance, cooperation, openness and dedication. Special appreciation 13 2x-"

pressed to: . ,

Debbie Buza : ro
Harvin Cook .
Linda Davidson . .
Ralph Faught

Donald Funk ,

Nancy Huddleston . ,

Mamie Jackson : . ¢
Susan Steinhour . i
Lyndon Wharton ) ) .

(=Y

lThe agreement negotiated on October 13, 1975 and PERT :charts for each
objective are shown in Appendix B.
Kl /'/
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11. Purposes of the Report: An Overview

H -
The evaluation of a large number of projects with diverse activities

.

»

een employed, it is necessary in

.

!

required the integration of a number of different procedures and tasks. Since

s
N

various methods of evaluation could have b
pnﬁéedting the purposes of this report to explain not only the brocedures uti-

t information yielded

-

lized, but the rationale for choosing them. Tb insure tha
by the evaluation coincided with the needs and demands of the Illinois Office

»
~.

’

of Education, careful consideration was given to the purposes of the evalua-
tion, the kinds of information that would be ﬁseful, and the models of’ evalua-

tion which could adequately serve the stated purposes. The following describes
the nature of the findings, and
As

.
~

states the intention to produce recommendations for improved operation.
purposes of the evaluation and of

statements of intentions, they comprise the
o 4 L e M
- *fi’//

v

the ratiomale and design of the evaluation,

this report. -

- “os
A. Description of the Development of the Evaluation Rationale
S - n / .
Evaluation objectively and thoughtfully conducteg can: ’
- L - . . ) <[
1) insure the quality of the product; ' ' I /
( N ) ;
2) insure.quality -of the product at minimum cos?; ;
~ ! ; Ny
3) serve a management and decision-making t?bl concerning
the fdrmination, maintenance, or expansion Pf programs. /
¥ ! * i
The model of evaluation chosen to assess Right to Read (R2R) projects 1in !
. : , |
I1linois had to perform the following functions: ! 5 S\
¥ . * R |
1) assess the common and unique program’features of a large !
number of projects; !
.
2) facilitate the periodic monitoring and summative assessment of .
. the completion status of program ob jectives; f
) ‘ ,
3) allow for the assessment of individual prujects, groups of pro- , .
jects by Region, and of projects statewide. o
! .
N, 16 ' B
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The model chosen, and one that fully satisfied thF above requiréments, wag the

B /
~

.

Discrepancy Evaluation Model (DEM).
Although the above requirements dictated for the most part the selection
of this particular model, the éodel.itself hag a number of additional features

whicl' enhance its applicability to R2R ﬁeeds. The DEM has been utilized in

M 4
.

the past for the evaluation of federal and state projects and has proven its

usefulness in this capacity. It is comprehensive in scope and can be utilized

-

as a model for planning as well as for evaluation. -
With these capabilities, the DEM was used to structure the colf%ction of

the information from files of existing projects and to provide a framework for

the dévelobment of a'monitoring instrument to be utilized in the periodic assess--

ment of progress of Right to Read projects. The monitoring instrument was de-
< - .
signed to carry out the following £functions:
. P
1) to provide local directors with a set of required and optional
objectives around which they could organize their program;

2) to enable the periodic reporting of the completion.status of
the objectives and activities which directors chose to accomp-
lish; :

3) to enable the individual, Regional, and statewide reporting
, of the achievement of stated goals;
" .

, 4) and tokyrovidekinformation for decision-making at chal and
state Yevels.

. Upon completioq of th~ instrqunt, a computer program was developed which

& 3 / -
would analyze the information supplied by local projects for state and local
use. Given the applicabiiity of the various features of the DEM to the evalua-

tion requiremeﬁts of R2R projects, this model was judged to be exf}emely well

suited to perform the needed functions.

B. Description and Development ot the Evaluation Design

)

To design the evaluation, the Research and Development staff of

£

17
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N

. Roosevelt Universiﬁ&’framed a number pf questions ‘'to guide and structire the

collection of data. The questions and the méqhods by which they were answered

-

are listed and described\below:
~\\\ 1) How will the Right to Read project files be analyzed?

© *2) Fow will an instrument be developed which can be used \
. a) as a planning and monitoring device for R2R_projects?

* N\ b) as a-tool for analyzing the file data?
e c) and as a way of structuring the training of future directors? «
. Y
\\ 3) How will a computer program be designed to collate and summarize

local project reports of progress? W

'l ¢ f )
4) Tow can the directors, the projects themselves, and the popular
tions served by R2R be described and compared?

5) How can the agtivities and services provided by the R2R state
staff be described? t

These questions provided the 'strutture for the evaluation'design, and the answers
to these questions provided the methodology. The following briefly states the

activities which were performed to answer these questions. In the methodology

£

v
section, these methods will be discussed in more detail.
In response to the firét question, the R2R project files were content ana-

[ .
lyzed. From this analysis a classificatipn scheme - a:taxonomy of objectives and

.
’

' ¥
.activities, persons involved, and inferred changes in knowledge, skills and re-

» -
lations - was constructed. ‘It was utilized to organize the vast and diverse

amounts of data in the files and was intended to clarify the subsequent develop-
ment of the monitpring instrument. A copy of this taxonomy may bé found in its

entirety in Appendix C. Once the taxonomy was completed; an instrument was con-

structed. The instrument was designed to carry out two primary functions:

¢
1) to enable the project directors to construct and submit a plan
of activities based upon state supported objectives and acti-

vities for R2R projects; «
~

2) to facilitate the periodic monitoring of each prdject con-

cerning information pertaining to each of the four domains of
the taxonomy. ’ ~

3

y '
r : \
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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»

After obtaining a clegr sense of what the instrumént was to do, construction
\ .

N

vy ‘. N [
began on, a computer program oMganized around the purposes, functions, and design
. \ . . . ,
of the entire moniforing system. The output was to be utilized by both state

N 1 N ¢ &

staff and}local directors for assessment and imyrovement of local projects.
» Ay
Co, Ll - N ,

Because immediate information was needed concerning directors, projects,
and populations served for the then upcoming third round‘Qf training 'sessions,

an Interim Report was prepared from available data in R2R files. This-was sub-

1 N

mitted October 20, 1975 with the intention of reporting any additional informa-

tion related to the abpve aspects as finaings in the final report. The design
R )

aspects-of the Interim Report specified that the three most and three least suc-

*

cessful projects from each Region, selected by the R2R state staff, be utilized

to determine the succesgsful and unsuccessful characteristics of directors and

' )

projects and any unique differences between the populations served by the suc-

cessful and unsuccessful projects. 1In addition,\a telephone survey of a sample

of the 18 selected projectg was conducted to gather information on the R2R

directors' responses to the .Phase I and Phase IT training programs. Initial
. . . .

.

inspection of the data from'the\lé selected projects revealed that socioeconomic

status (SES) of the populations $erved appeéred to distinguish between the most

‘/hnd least successful, and a decislfion was made at the time of the initial inspec-
A - -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

’ v

tion to examine the populations served in terms of this demographic variable.

» L]

State staff utilization of time was determined by content’ analyzing each

member ‘s monthly reports sver a nine month period and also by asking each member
N .
to submit an estimation of their time spent in pafticular activities over this
N N »
same period of time, The time descriptions submitted and the content analysis
. - .

«

. : )
matched very closely. From these two analyses, an attempt was made to report

v

\ -

') \
'i

1This report, entitled Interim Report vo the State of Tllinois Right to
kKead Staff on Selected Aspects of the Program appears in Appendix A. L -

L.

‘ 19 L :
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o obtain an*overall picture of how the staff utilized their time.

*

-11-

< ' - Tt *'f

the activities and-services which contributed to success of local projects and .

\d

Rélated to state staff utilization of time is the dspect of cost-benefit.
4

In that all progects funded through state or federal agencies are held accountable .

}for the allocating and Spendlné of funds awarded any evaluation would be remiss "

~in not attending to' the aspect, of evaluation. Contingent upon prOJected budget

. ~

figures submltted by the state staff concerning costs of tra1n1ng sessans,\sara-

~ !

ries paid, workshop and travel estimations of cost, .and monies needed for supplies,

a cost-benefit analysis was conducted for thé time period covering the first two
k] N ~

-

phases. ’ . L 4\ <;/,_

C. Presentation of Findings and Products
-~ - . IN \
As\gn outcome of the evaluation procedures outlined above, a diverse set of
"o ) .
findings and products will be presented #n this, report. From computer analysis*

«

P 4 ’ L
of the file data, each project will recefwe a printout summarizifig the completion

- 3

status of seven required objectives and of up to4nine-optiona1 objectives.
* B 4 .

A report of the numbers of individuals and institutions comprising each of

\

the projectg will also be included. Since this analysis is cross sectional, and

\ 3 3 . 3 3
does not measure changes over time, longitudinal data concerning projects is not

included in this report. They are built into the system, however, for use when time-

ordered data are available. /

In addition to reportings by individual péojects, the completion status of
commen ,objectives across all projects will be summarized by region, phase and‘ﬁor the -
state.'Where'thg same optional objectives have been c;osen by a sufficiently "’
high number of project; within one rggioﬁ, or aeross.phe state, the progress
status of these objectives will also be reported. These regidnal, phase - .

and statewidg}summaries will exemplify the Kind of evéﬁuatybe data that will be

produded in the future periodic assessments of new and‘'ongoing projects utilizing
: -

the monitoring instgrument.
o '

-

-,
-

Q0
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A major product of sthe evaluation effort is the computer monitoring
system. This system'was completed, demonstraped, and put in;o successful
operation. The manual of operation and the computer program has been sub-

-

mitged to the Illinois Office of Education. s

The InterimvReport submitted ‘to the state staff outlined a selection
model sugge;ted for recruiting new RZR.project directors and gave partici-
,pants' responses to the state comducted training programs in Jamuary an
August'l§74. Accomp=nying this report, a profile of the populations sexrved ‘:
in terms oi SES level and its,correlation to success by projecte across the

state was presented."lnformation of a similar nature, but not included. in the

original Interim Report is that concerning state staff utilization of time and

a tentative cost-benefit analysis. These data will be summarized as findings

-

and will bé included in this. report.

Tn that a decision Wwas made in fall of 1975 to subcontract the future -
N \ ’ . ’
*. R2R training activities to three Universities in the state off3Illinois, many

¢ of the findings outlined above, constituted valuable input for the design and im-

%

? ' plementation of this new training phase. In reSponse to this anticipated need,

- 'Uhe’products and findings relevant to such activity have been-shared- with- the

.

representdtives from the Unibersities.

“ D. Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations ’ ¢

Once findings have been presented, they will be summarized Conclusdons
A

» based upon these find:ngs wi%l be 1ﬂ£ted and implications of ‘these conclusions,

will be stated. -The aim of these recommendations is the facilitation of im~-

proved implementation of project tasks and activities and the more efficlent

and effective completion of the stated objectives.

.

The purpose of this section has been to present the purposes and intentions

I

of the gix month assessment of Right to Read projects in Illinois and an overview

of the‘report. Tne.folloning section describes the methods by which the intents |

and purposes were fulfilled.

ERIC o Y
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111. Methodology

[} { ,
3

N

< 4

A. File Analysis, Construction of the Téxonomy, and Instrument Design
- -

The first major task’of the evaluation of R2R projects was analysielof the

» projecJ f{les. From the file analysis, infoymation was obtained which described

and distinguished among the jndividual projects, With the diversity of informa-
L] \/ o R . v : .

tion existing within each file, an organizing system, a classification scheme,
was needed to sort through and:aid in the summary of this information. The Dis-
crepancy Evaluation Model provided a taxonomic classification schieme comprised

. v e
of four domeins of information. The four domains are:

‘ 1) Objectives accomplished and activities undertagken; \4 .
2) Individualg involvedi o ‘ ' -
9) Institutions involved; ‘ « , ' ’
4) Change variables. ' . M

Tohgaiq\some jdea of what to expect in the project files and to constnycth

oD, {
an initial broad taxonomy with which to approach them initially, the state R2R

~ ’

* A] - ?
Plans for the past years were reviewed. With a general classification scheme

-

congtructed from these documents, the analys1s of project file data was begun. -

Contents of the first few files studied weée separated intc the major domains

-

of information, and lists were made of the objectives, activities, and the in-

dividuals and'in;titutions involved. The contents of the lists were themselves
\ orgenlzed 1nt0/a logical act1v1ty sequence ot grouped by s1m11ar1ty of content >

As more project files were analyzed, the lists comprlsing each of the four do-

mains‘gradnally grew, and parts of the initial taxonomy constructed from the

R2R plans were;deieteﬂf Befote all projects were analyzed, a nearly stable

and ificlusive taxonomic classification scheme of the file data had been formu-

lated. As an additional taxonomic classification built into the DEM, activities

LY

were grouped into six 'major elements," each of which designated#a different
9 !

o 95 , '
ERIC
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»

kind of activity. The major elements are Planning, Formal Traiaing, Staffing

. LY

. t
Assignment, Field Based Activities, Management and Coordination, and Evaluation

and Assessment. (Operational definitions of the elements appear in Appendix D)
/ ) .

I . . .
Where new subcategories were needed to specify the existence of some unusual

» .

pieée of data, they were created. Virtually all information in the prbjéqts .

,analyzed was inventoried and classified and, therefore, could be located at
. A ] ~

@
¥

£y

some point in the taxonomy. -
Once cénstructed, each item in the taxonomy ias given,a discrete nﬁmber ‘
code. This not only distinguished each item, but facilitated later inclusion
in the computerized.monitoring system. Following the assignment of coﬂés to
taxonomy items, the process of coding the file ihformation was init%ated; Uti-
lizing the newly constructed taxonomy, approximately half of the prdﬁ%cts were
actually cpded. It was at fhis stage qﬁ the analysis that the state R2R staff

.

and the Roosevelt R & D staff met to q;bcuss‘the feasibility of revising.certain

5 ' .
' proposal objectives. The impetus for this collaboration was the "anticipated .

need of the future trainers of R2R directors with respect to recommendations in

the Interim Report from analyses of past training sessions. QQgectlves were re-
. @ . <

PR
.

~

Cised to include the construction of a monitoring ‘instrument, planned and.formu-

ldted within the context of the DEM, to be utilized as an analysis tool for

19

existing project files. In addition, the instrument was to form the basic in-

formation éa;hering device flor the computerized monitoring system.

P s

Coding of file data was terminated temporarily while efforts were focussed
" . )

<
upon instrument construction., The state R2R staff and the Roosevelt R & D

. .
.

N (3]
staff held numerous collaborative sessions where ideas were shared and decisions
‘e .

were made concerning the nature of the ingtrument's components. The state staff

submitted a list of required and optional obj;%tives and activities which they

believed constituted a\comprehensive set of guidelines for planning and assessing

.




R2R projects. These were reviewed and evaluated by the R & D staff and /in
some cases put. into more beh?vioral}y ori;nted language. Wﬂen compared to the
N
‘\ items within the taxonomy, the activities aéd ybjéctives were found to coincide
r
very clbsely, with those identified in (ana coded from) the project files, Though

- N

the,taxonomy contained more activities than did the staff listing, there were - .

- ~

no objectives, or activities in the stéte submitted lists which were not alreaay'
. . L

included in the taxonomy. The listing.submitted bf'the,sgate staff was intended

~
g ' 3 - . » : »
to constitute a set of required ard optional ob/ ives (and their subsumed ac- (—

»

~ tivities for R2R préﬁeets).but was not intended exclude other possible opi
’ - N . \ ¢

tional activities. Because it comprised a concise yet detailed description of

those aspects of local projects which the state staff beliéﬁed'should be evaluated
and monitored, and because the contents of the listing c&;reSppnded so 'closely

« .

with the taxonomy items, it was decided by both parties jointly to utiliZe this

listing of objéctives and activities as the content base' for the mopnitoring

L]
instrument. Once this decision was made, each of the objectives and activities

was coded utilizing the taxonomy codes‘and?codéng procedures developed earlier.

The instrument itself and a manual explaining its use accompanies this re-
3 * =

/o
port in Appendix.E. Within the manuak, the procedure for coding the instrument

items, for filling out /the preject identificafion information, for reporting the
N ’ ° / ¢
/
.o progress status of each activity, and for i entifying the individuals and insti-
w W .
tutions involved in the loqélyprojects is explained in‘'detail. 1In addition, a

general description of the Discrepancy Evaluation Model is presented. Since in

the manual, ‘this information is explained in detail, only a general description
Ey . ‘5'

-

' of the instrument will be given here. For explanatory purposes, the seven re-

.

. quired. and nine optional objectives are stated below, and on the following pagew,

: a sample i;ﬂeCti‘F (Objective 03) with its activities has been included.
t
Required Bbiectives
. s s / |
1Y A Right to Read Advisory Council and any needed Task Forces will be estab-
lished, and these podies will be coordinating all local literacy efforts.

ERIC - v 24 . e
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’

. —— . .2) .An assessment- of -existing literacy needs and resources will be tompleted.
=

3) A long range Right to Read program plan will be developed and implemented
upon the results of the assessment. ®

4) A publicity network for providing information on Right to Read activities
will be established and functioningi .

5) Available community resources will be tapped to support the local gight
to Read effort. ’ _

6) The day-to-day organizational responsibilities pf coordinating a local
Right to Read effort will have been completed.

.

7) A staff development (in-service) program in literacy for faculty members

will be planned and implemented. *
Optional Objectives
; 8) A parental education program for people with preschoolers or cmi{gren in '

school will be held.

9) + An adult reading program for teaching basic reading skills will be func-
< tioning.

10) Preschool programs with readiness activities that are coordinated with
the kindergarten program in the local district will be organized.
?
11) A (pre school) program for training volunteers will be established.

\ ¥ ‘ N
12) - An (in-school) ﬁrogram for training volunteers will-be established.
- 13) An (adult) proggam‘for training volunteers will be established.
14) Proposal(g) to obtain local, state or federal resources ko implement
Right to Read activities, in the cofununity will be written.

15) Special reading and literacy activities in the local Right to Read”
director's own classroom will be completed.

16) The media program in Right to Read schools will function as an integral
part of the literacy effort.

As indicated, the monitoring instrument consists of 16 objettives, the first seven, .
of which are required objectives for any director conducting a R2R project. The
remaining nine objectives are optional and are to be selected by local directors.

Listed under each objective are the activities which, if completed, will satisfy

S

' the objective. Lhe order of the activities suggests the sequence in which they

are to be carried out, and minimal satisfaction of an objective has been

F
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Sample Objiective from R2R Monitoring Instrument

|
- Date which information was recorded: 10/15/75 _ Project Director \erm Doe
. - ' . - !
. . . , ] _ /[
Project Code 21CHA ‘Objective 03 " Ob je¢tive Start lHumber _ Yy _ N/,_ 3 | 4 [ 5 |
, e | k N~
. - « ] R ,
A long range local.Right to Read program plan will be develdped and implemented upon: = -
the results of the .assessment. Estimated Complet¥on Date 2/15/76
¢ M ) o ) D~ . ] . . P .. g
. . , . : > Circle Ome
. | Activiey Statement of Activity followed by date of mxvmnnmw complefion - Activity &%n»<wn% Activity |
. . . ’ . ’ Completed In Progress Not Started
~ re Y
3.6.1. A, From Mznmﬂvnmnw<m summary, identify duplication of dffort me 2 1
. and gaps in service presently being provided. ‘ .t ,
3.1.1. E B, Um<mwmv objectives to be accomplished in the local [Right hW\ 2 1 S
. ] to Read prggram. '
. . - - il - .
. 3.1.2, C. Identify constraints in accomplishing the uvijectjves. 3 “ 2 S U
~ ., . - ) R N [0
0 3.1.3. D. ' Pinpoint alternative solutions to ‘the" accomplishment of 3 ' 2 1 ~
i each objective and select most appropriate solution |
based upon constraints, . <" o N
u.w.bn E. Develop an HBmHmammnmnMos Plan for the local Right to 5 : rw\ ’ 1
. - Read program. ) . = . '
3.4.1. F. Implement the Plan. : 3 2 1
- N A Y h ) X “
3.6.2. . |° G. Evaluate how well the objectives were accomplished. 3 . 2 1
. M R - \ » Bl =
3.1.5. H. Modify the Plan. . 3 2 . 1.
' H ~ M - - - S #
) »
- " » .
. . - i b rd .
' . ’ v ” ] ' Cm
. . o=
- s o -”» , .
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Project Code

Date which information was recorded: 10/15/75

Jahe Doe
Vi

Project Director
21CHA |

o .
A long range local .Right to Read program plan will be deve

[
Ob jective 03 B Objective Start Number ! L _ M/,_‘ 3 | 4 |5 |
& ‘ /\/\

PS

ped and implemented upon .

the results of the assessment. Estimated Completjon Date 2/15/76
. & . . ..
. > Circle One
- T~
Activity Statement of Activity followed by date of expected complefion - Activity &%nw<»nw Activity |
. . Completed In Progress Not Started
3.6.1. A. From interpretive summary, identify duplication of dffort :Mw ) 2 1
and gaps in service presently being provided.
3.1.1. B. Develop obijectives to be wnnosvwmmrma in the local JRight rW\ 2 1
to Read prqgram. - .
- R .
3.1.2, C. Identify constraints in accomplishing the ob jectjves. 3 2 1
. - ‘ _m ) O
3.1.3. D. Pinpoint alternative solutions to the accomplishment of /m, 2 w 1 ™)
. each objective and sel:s=t most appropriate solution \
based upon constraints. o ] M
3.1.4. E, Develop an Implementation Plan for the local! ®ight to 3 (w\ | 1
Read program _
m ﬁ
3.4.1, r, Implement the Plan. . ; 3 2 “ i
b L - . ! }
3.6.2, G. Evaluate how well the objectives were accomplished. 3 ., 2 M 1
: ’ , ; ” | -
3.1.5. H., Modify the Plan. ) 2 _ 1
. . m -
{
’ “
“
14
- Q -
. . . OB
» \Ulm
i
A [ 1 H
) \ . w -, . -
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a -
designated by the state staff as completion of 757 of the activities.  To the

riggt of each activity are the numbers 1, 2, and 3 which are to be circled by

4 .
the RZR Lirectors when filling out the instrument in order to indicate the com-

B

. pletion status of fhe activities. The numbers 1, 2, and 3 correspond respective-
. - v

<P

lv to "Activity Not Started," "Activity in Progress," and MActivity Completed."
¥ g ’ ; \ p

- - .

. Each director will periodiﬁally‘teceive a copy of the instrument in the mail.
: . b
The director will first eircle the numbers next to the activities for the seven

required obtectives. Hext, the director circles the numbers adjacent to acti-

™~
» ~
vities under those of the nine optional oij?tives chogen for that‘pgxticular
S A
proiject. £ : .o
o ON

For clarification of this procedure, refér go the completion status indi-
cated on vbjective 03 included on the previous page. Objective 03 is a re-
quired cbjective, and it will be noted that activities A, B, and D, have been
. P L3
completed, indicated %y the number 3 circled néxg to each of these activities.

“ste also that activities € and H have not been started, and thifzactivities

. R e
£, F and € are in progress. The estimated completion date at the top (2/15/76)

is for the entire objective. The completion status of the activities is quite

in vrder éiven the date at which this instrument was filled out (10/15/76).
Once filled out, the instrument w&ll be mailed to the state staff for

ananlvsis. Progress status for each objective is indicated by the score (the

circled number) t1or the corresponding activities: either 1, 2, or 3. Scores

will be summarized and a report sent back to local directors describing their

progress,

Thouph the coding procedure aand the ‘activity codes themselves need not con=

sern the directors ian fillimg out the instrument, the codes do reveal useful in- /

¥

formation about each activity. Each of the 16 objectives is coded 01 to le.

“ych activ 'y, however, has 5 three number code. The first number indicates the

2

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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objective to which it belongs and varies from 1 to 16. The second number indi-
. /

cétes the type of activity it is, and it can be one of éix different types whith

are labeled "major elements" in the DEM: Planning (1), Formal Training (2),

S?affing Assigﬂment (3{: Field Based Activities (4), Management and Coordina-

tion (5), or Evaluation and Assessment (6). The third number indicates the

sequence (the oréer) in which that particular Ezgg'of activity is to be under-

‘taken. Congequently, from éhe three number code for each activity, one can

tell what objectivé it belongs under, what kind of element it represents and th

intended sequence of completion for activities of that type. The exaﬁple below

should help to clarify this~explanation.

‘s

Activity Code”for the first activity of Objective 03.

3.6,1 ———— First Assessment and Evaldation activity to be carried out.
Type of activity is Evaluation and Assessment. .
Objective this activity bélongs to is Objective 03.

The classification of these activities by objective and type permits the
stéte staff to give additional inform?tion to directors from the ta received
on the instruments that have been filled out. e completion status caﬁ be sum-
marized for each element. For example, in addition to receiving a summary of
the completion status of objectiyeg, direqtors will receive a summary of the
completion status of their Planning activities, their Formal Training activities,
etc. and'will_be able to tell their relative strengths gpd weaknesgses, their
'progress or lack of progress in these different areas, ‘

The remaining portions of the instrument concern the information ne;ded at

{
the top of each page: the project code, director's name, Objective Start Number,

and expected date of completion; and at the end of the instrument, "the forms for

.
A

reporting the-individuals and institutions involved in the project. The name and

completion date.are self-explanatory. The Project Code will be assigned by state

\

staff and will consist of the number of the training session attended, the geo-

25
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graphic region of the local project, and the first three letters of the town in

which the projeét is located or a similar 3 letter code to identify each project.

+

The Objective Start number simply indicates how many times that particular ob-
jective has been started, if indeed it was repeated at all.

Direcgors reporgjlhe numbers and types of involved individuals and institu-
tions on the last two pages of the imstrument. Additionally, they report the
roles that each of these persons in the project or in the institution occuﬁies
in connection with the project. Explicit directions for filling in &hese for
accompany the~instrument in order to 1insure thaé directors interpret the number

N :

and roles given in the same manner.

B. Computer Program Development

Once details of the instrument construction were agreed upon, work began on
l '
the design of a computer program for use in monitoring progress of local projects

and analysis of existing project data. The computer program was constructed to
analyze data which was obtained from tﬁe instrument. The technique employed in
assessing progréss was the calculation of a discrepancy score for each activity
and objective. A discrepancy score is computed by subtracting from the number

3 (indicating "Activity completed" in the instrument) that number which the local

project director has circled in reporting the progress of a particular activity.

"1f, for example, a local director circles the number 2 indicating that the actiJ

vity was ''in progress,' his discrepancy score for that activity woulq be 1, tﬁe
number obtained from subtracting 2 (the circled number) from 3 (the highest state
of éompletion). In this way, a lower discrepancy score indicates a greater
completion status of the agtivity. An;ther way of stating this is that this
score reveals the discrepancy between the present completion status and the ideal
completion status for that activity. Again, it is importani to remember that a

lower discrepancy score indicates that the activity is closer to completion.
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Once discrepancy scores are calculated for each activity, the activities

» . d ¢

can be grouped into the six major elements (Planning, Formal Training, etc.)
and scores averaged to obtajn a mean discrepancy score for each element. Numbers
- of individuals and institutions can be obtained for individual or groups of ﬁ?{—,

jects by tallying the entries on the individual 'and institution reporting forms
4
at the end of the irstrument.

Additional information is supplied by analysis of the data\Provided by the
monitoring instrument over time} Each of the acFivitiqs listed under the objec~

tives was assigned a code indicafing the kind of change which completion of that
5

~

activity would signify.2 The kinds of changes indicated are listed below:
. ,
Changes in Knowledge ' /

/ 1

& /

Knowledge of problems
Knowledge of research findings
; Knowledge of current practice
Knpwledge of requests for proposals ‘
|

\
%

~

Changes in Skills

Professional skills
_ Administrative skills -
. Problem solving skills
. Research skills
.Analytical skills
Dissemination and Demonstration skills $ . y
Teaching skills _ /

Changes in Relations

Relations with local project staff ‘ ,
Relations with administrators
. ) Relations with community members
Relations with special client groups
Relations ‘with public school teacher$
Relations with locet~education. agency personnel
- 4

R (

1Proccduros for evaluating change over time were designed for implemen~
tation at some future date and have not been utilized for this report.

)] W
“4h. »e R & D staff members indipendently assigned codes to activities. Con-
-~ census was reached in cases where there was disagreement. Verification of the
assignments was obtalned from the R2R state staff. . ]
|

\e SRV




The above changeg are called change variables. Because each activity
. -, : oo
corregponds to one of these change variables, there must be an increase in completion
» . < S

status of an activity.(as indicated by a‘change in the activity's discrepancy
score) for any change to be reported.

In cdrregpondence with the above inforﬁation, the computer monitoring
system was developed to perf#rm the following functions: 1) to provide dis-
crepancy scores for specific objectives and their activities; ‘2) to average
discrepancy scores for required oquctives, optional objectives, and the six
major elements (Planning, Formal Training, etc,); 3) to tally and average the. .
individuals and institutions involved in projects, and 4) to tally and average
the changérvariable scores, Thgse informational items can be obtained for any

specified local project, or for specified groups of projects, including regionms,

hY .

phases and the entire state., George R. Yates, a consultant to the R and D
Center, wrote the programs in Fortran IV language on an IBM 370 operating sys-"*
tem at the University of Chicago. The prdgrams were transferred to the system

at the Illinois Office of Education. »

4

The system is composed of four progrém%“fo be used in sequential order,

>

with the fourth program providing the final reports on projects whose content

is outlined above. The first three programs perform ''data cleaning' and error’

-

_checking functions. Such extensive attention is given to cleaning functions
d

2

because of the large mass of data on rather complex questionnaire forms serving

-

as input to the programs and the attendant variety of possible sources of error.

, Specifically, some 86 possible sources of error épe identified by the output of

the programs when these errors occur, A complete description of the functions
. ~ )

and operating procedures of the system are described and documented in the

Illlnois Right to Read Computer Mpﬂffbring System Manual which is obtainable

from the State of Illinois Right 25 Read Program, Division of Program Planning
3 4

and Development, Illinois Office of Educatiom.

3i




L} -23- L
IS L3

¥
Concurrent with the construction of the tomputer program, each of the 55

operational projects was content analyzed (including those unalyzed earlier) £
i

¢

e

utilizing‘as the analysis tool, the completed instrunénr. Before the coding pro- -
cedure was begun, ghose persons involved in the content analysis compared coding

‘ .
results. Because there was such high agreement dQ5Cerning,the meaning of the
categories and the language of Fhe instrument, it was decided that it would be
more valid, but in éarticular more efficient: for one person to code each of

the files. Dr. Annette Yonke of the R & D staff undertook this task. At the

éomplebédL of the coding process, one coded instrument existed for each of the

55 .operational projects.
In coding the information, particular difficulty was encountered in deter-
. * ‘

mining the numbers of individuals and institutions in each project. To gather

this information from local projects (in November 1975) each director was sent
O

a copy of the two forms comprising the last two pagés of the instrument, and
accompanying these forms were exacting instructions for completing them. Each
was aSked to please send this information to the R & D staff. A follow-up

letter was sent in JFnuary, 1976 to those who did not respond to the first

mailings; and }n all, 30 of the 55 projects responded tovthese requests.

ORI W -

Upon completion of the.computer program and coding procedures, these data
were summarized by computer analysis utilizing the newly constructed program.
. ! .
Printouts for each of the 55 projects were obtained along with’a summary by
Region, by Training Phase and the entire state. The findings frém discregancy

* *
score information -oncerning: these projects are contained in tne next section.
L2

An additional analysis was conducted apart from the computer analysis. It

" did not involve discrepancy scores, and will be desdribed at this point., Once

! A

the coding procedure was completed for each of the.projects, information con-
cerning the objectives completed and not completed was retrievable. An additional

analysis, to compute a success index for each proiect, was conducted before the

: . 4 . ¢
computer monitoriuy systém was operational.
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The process for computing the project success index was as follows.
W .
%)

Eaclf ‘6bjective which had 50% of more of its activities completed was considered

"succesgful"' each successful objective was summed to provide the projéct mean

i
o

index. ' Though fhe possible range was from 0 to 16, the projects within each
region were ranked according to their success score, and these rankings appear

in Appendix F. This informatioﬁ;%rov%des not only an individual measure of suc-
> . - ./
cess based upon completion of activities and objectives, but provides a summary

of success by regions as well.; Additionally, these data provided a validity

- check on the state staff selection of most and least successful projects. It
» d » .

will be remembered that at the inception of the analysis of the files, state

staff selected out of the 55 operational projects the three mdst and the three

¢
least successful projects from each region. What is significant to report is

that with only one exception, the projects selected by state staff as most and

least successful we;e also found/:i\;; mosé and least sucgessful by the success
indices explained above. Meéhodologically, this process of determining success,
that is, by the completion status of objeétives, appéars to be wg}l;sﬁppprted by

~

judgements of those who were most intimately connected with the projects.

<

¢ “
C. Analysis of the Populations Serveq By Socioeconomic Status

Concurrent with the analysis of the project files, the socioeconomic status
(SES) of each péfulation served was determined. The SES measgre.was obtained by
subtracting from 100 the percent of %itle I eligible persons in each school dis-
trict served (provided by IOE data processing service in November, 1975). This
yielded a percentage figure forveach project indicating the percent of the popu-
lation served that was eligible for Title I funding. Because Title I funds are

>

allocated utilizing SES data as criteria for funding, this percent reveals the
. .

4 < )
approximate fraection of the population that is in a low SES. SES was chosen as a

‘ 33
.
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discriminat ing variaﬁlg_among brojec; populations for basically two réqﬁgps.
first, reading lévels are typically low among lower SES ggoups, and féderal
R2R guidelines specify- that Iow SES populations represent a likely target for

.

R2R &fforts. .Second, an initial review of the 18 files y

elected ,by the state

~
.

staff as most and least successful appeared to indicat ES may be asso-
o ]

s were fairly |,

ciated to project success if the amount and type‘pf file materigl
) - . .

representative of project activities. Results of the breakdown of regions by
SES level and their comparigon to the'successigf the operational projects ac-

companies this report in AppendiﬁiG. A report of- the initial analyses of

< - 3

~

these factors concerning the most and least successful projects is found in

the Interim Report in‘Appendix A, ‘ ,

. To look more closely at the relﬁﬁifnship‘of success and SES, a case study

of six projects was conducted. Two projects were chosen from each region,

each serving a low SES population, but each also -successful. The intention
] ~ O
of this study was to\attempt to develop a demographic profile of directors

whose projects were successful®in districts witha specified level of low

-

SES families. The results of the study ate found in section IV.B.

! D. 'Selection Model Analysis .

A primary objective of the Interim Report referred to abogp was to ''pre-

« !

sent information concerning the selection of local project directors based on

an analysis of 'data concerning Right to Read project directors," To fulfill
k ! . .

this commitment, all ayailable data directly or indirectly pertaining to R2R

directors were gathered together and analyzed. These included directors' ap-
pligation forms, affidavits of commitment, correspondence in project files,
plan descriptions, descriptions ‘of communities served, information gleaned from

telephone conversations, and mailings to local projects. It must be noted that

file information for the Interim Repor* consisted only of analyses of the nine

34
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Jqost and nine 1e1;t successful projects as selected by the state staff, Based

’ >

upon a summary of these data, profiles of#these projects were prepared with

s
the intention of describing the common characteristics of directors, the charac-

teristige describing the successful and unsuccessful projects, and the identi-
fication of tHose characteristics which appeared most associated with success

. ¢ 2
or non-success. Recommendations for improved selection criteria and/or sug-

gestions for alternative training and servicgs to be offered are contained in

the Ianterim Réport accompanying this narrative.

n

. . a{ & -
E. Analysis of Training Programs Conducted by State Right to Read Staff
in January, 1974 (Phase I) and July} 1974 (Phase II).

Al

~ .

In repponse to the second charge of the Interim Report, ""tv present in-

formation concerning participants' responses to the previous training programs

sponsored by the state agency", information concerning. the training sessions

-

was collected and analyzed. This included the content analysis of the agendas
. r .

of both training sessions, the evaluation instruments which were used and.tkeir

results, and a telephone survey with nine R2R directors represeriting each geo-

graphic region and the categories ''successful" and "east succéssful', From o

; \ Y
the agendas, 8(c8:2ent categories and frequencies in each were compared frog
A ; -
Phase I and Phase II sessions. (See Table 8, p. 13 - Interim Report) The

telephone survey consisted of the following questions: - .

1) - In which way did the training program help prepare you to func-
tion as a local Right to Read director? ¢

2) 1In which &ay, if any, was the ﬁrogram limited?

3) In future training programs what aspects would you like to see
‘  retained? - ‘

. s’ —r
4) Which aspects would you like to see omitked? - .

5) Do you have any other comments?

-
-

These data analyses were summa¥ized, and findings were reported in the Interim

Report. On October 20, 1975, the findings were reported to the Right to Read

(

o~ 39




-aid for project directors and the necessity of a clear understanding of the in- o

‘directors to use the instrument.

qfor the analysis of the present implementation process of the state staff and

- : -27-

staff, and representatives from the Universities contracted to trdin new R2R

directors for the comlng year (Phase III). In addition to discussing the findings

~
W

and recommendations from Phases I and II training sessiofs, “the planﬂgng and v
monitoring instrument was distributed with a copy of the manual explaining dts

use, and the instrument was discussed in some detail. The major suggestions

invdlving the instrument concerned its,use in.the training sessions as a planning

A
”

strume?t and its intended uses by future R2R d1rectoLs. Additionally, the offer
of future consultative assistance wpg given to the University personnel by the

Roosevelt R & D staff Eor\any'probtepa_gz/assistance needed in training. future

F. Analysis of State Staff Utilization of Time and Resources >

In response to the fourth proposal objective of the evaluation which called

..

7
-

the. consideration of alternatives, the foliowing steps were taken, All monthly

. -
and annual reports of the state Right to Read gtaff were content analyzed. Seven

categories evolved from the analyses describing utilizat¥on of staff time. In

-

-
addition, staff members were asked to apportion their time in the above cate-

gories. The Roosevelt g & Eﬂ)members analyzed R2R state staff reports and

qther file materlals to validate self- reports. In the £1ndings sectlon time in

each activity is reported in percentages,dby staff person and‘for the R2R state

staf% collectively. . ‘ - ) 3 | )
To assess deployment of resources, the agendas of State sponscred work -~ N

shops and Right to Read staff communications to project directors were analyzed.

Finally, budgets were examgned in terms of training costs per director, amount

of attrition of directors trained, staff salaries and utilization of time, travel

X X v .
costs, and evidence of R2R products in accordance with stated objectives and

c\ P
- o4 .
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guidelines. The three Unliversity Trainiﬁg\programs wvere glso examined with
respect to cost and intended peneflts and/the projected numbers of individuals
£L be recruited. These costsgwere then compared to the costs of the Phase I"
and 1I training sessions wiéh some, estimate of the cost~benefit of each.

¢

The above descfiption g&‘metholodogy represents a~detailed narrative of the

-

«

tasks and procedures undertaken in the six months of avaluation. Suggestions

for further treatment and implications of the findings are presented in.the conclu~- °

sion of this repért.

/7 -




IV. Findings

« \ ~
) ] A. ngtus of Right to Read Projects

The status of 1“9355 1ocai projects existing before February,\f976,
are described by coﬁsiiering first the(average picture of projects
across the state, and then by Q comparison~contrast.of discrepanc;
scores across the tﬂree regions and acrese the two training phases.

The Analysis within each such category is comprised of four parts:
discrepancy scores of objectives; discrepancy scoyes of major ele-
ments, numbers of individuals’ and institutions involved in projects,
and cemparative analysis. As the most detailed record of data for
these analyses are 6btained from 499 pages of computer printout,
only summary data appropriate to the analyses are presented in this

&

report. The more detailed data on the computer printout are available
* from the kight.to Read staff at theN[llinois Office of Education
or from the Right to Read Evaluatio Project staff at the Research and

\Development Center, Roosevelt University

1. The Entire State

An overall'view of the status ef the 55 local projects in Epe
gstate with respect to objectives and elements, .the discrepancy score of
each, and rankings from least discrepancy with the "ideal" (ideal meaning
the accomplishment of all acgivities within the objectives) to most
discrepancy; are presente§ in Table 1. From the table it is ‘seen that
the average diecrepancx score for phe required objectives is 1.13.
Since the possible range of discrepancy scores is O (no discripancy,

»

pexfect attainment of objectives, highly guccessful).to 2 (total dis-

crepancy, no attainment, highly unsuccessful), projects have attained,

3 |
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Table 1
Summary Discrepancy Score Data for Local Right to Read Projects in Illinois
Mean Dis- (re29) . Mean Disg-
crepancy crepancy
-~ Required Objectives Scores: ' Rank Optional Objectives n__ Scores Rank
"1. Advisory Council 0.81 1 8. Pre-Schl. Parent Ed. 15  1.08 8
2. HNeeds Assessmént 1.04 3 9. Adult\Reading Skills 30  0.7% 3
3. Program Plan ® 1.25 5  10. Pre-Schl. Readiness 17  1.00 7
b Publicity Nééwork . 1.09 4 11. Pre-Schl. Volunteérs 2 1.43 9
5., \Community Regources 1.41 6 12. In-Schl. Volunteers 18 0.93 .6
6. Day to Day Tasks 0.95 2 13. Adult Volunteers 100 ‘0.85 ° . 4
7. Sta;f Devélopment 1.49 7 e 14, Proposal Writing 19 0.39 -1
15. Classroom Literacy 10 .0.48 2‘
" 16. Media Program . 9‘ 0.52 5
Required Objectives Mean = 1.13 | , Total Objectives Mean = 1.05
J 4
Flement 4 ' Requireq Obiectives Mean Total Obiec&ives Mean Rank N
Planning . 0.98- 0.98 | 2
Formal.'l:ralining2 . 0.91 . 1
Staffing , 1.05 \ 0.99 3
Field Based Activities 1.24 1.03 ‘ q.g |
Management and Coordinatiom<: . 1.14 : &.03 4.5

Evhluation and Assessment ’ 1.25 1.20 )

¥

»
a .

’

ly = perfect attainment of objectives; 2 = no attainment of objectives

2No activities among the required objectives apply to Formal Training, because
of the way Formal Training was defined as in p. 185 of this report. ,

2

e
o)
&
I
A
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1
on the average, at less than half of what they "should" attain. When
all oﬁjéctives&psedﬂby local projects are considered in the average, a
mean discrepancy score of 1.05 is obtained, indicating almest half "suc=

cussful" performance. . , )
The lowest mean discrepanéf score for an individual project is 0.13
" and the highest is 1.97, indicating that the range of success indicators
covers almost the entire range of possible discrepancy scores, and that
there are projects at each extreme. The actual distribution of scores of
individual projects is shown in the fr;quency'distribution in Table Z.
Theég results ?re shown in graﬁhical form iﬁ\Figure 1. As the graph indi-
N cates, the scores approach a normal distribution, with a slight skew at

the less successful end of the scale. The fact that more projects are lo-

cated on the less succegsful side of the mean than on the more successful

»
£

gside ia also evidencéﬁ by the fact that the median of the mean discrepancy
scores is 1.12. ‘

A more detailed view of "what'.is going on in the state" is obtained
from tﬁé‘rankings of objecﬁives and elements, in‘Table 1, providing rela-
tive imdices of strengthswa;d weaknesses. TFrom those rankings it is seen

that Objectives 1 and 6 of the required objectives are the most suc-

cegsfully attained. The mean discrepancy scores for both are 1less

. thatt 1, indicating more completion of activities within each than "in

N

progress' or 'not begun"

status. The content of these objectives concerns

the establishment of local advisory councils and task forces and the co-
¢

otdination of day-té—day responsibilities, respectively. The "midale-

v

1On all statements Such as this toncerping performance based on the
objectives, it is necessary to keep in.mind that these objectives and their
attendant activities are post~-hoc criteria of successful performance, as
explained in section TII of this report. s
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range" rankings are gilven to Objéctives 2, 3 and 4, which deal with ‘
needs and resource assessments, 1ong—rangé plan development, and publicity
network esgablishment. The lowest rankings are given to Objectives 5

and 7, geared toward tapplng available community resources for support

and Inservice staff development, indicating these.éreas as having the

greatest weakness.

Table 2

Frequency Distribution of Mean Discrepany Scores of "A11" Objectives for
Projects in the State

1.
Mean Discrepancy Scores Frequency Median
L.79 - 1.97 3
1.60 ~ 1.78 6
©1.41 - 1.59 6 .
1.22 - 1.40 8
1.03 - 1,21 8 1.12
0.84 - 1,02 8
- 0.65 - 0.83 . 7
//,,AJ}Aﬁiffo.éé 4
) 0.27 = 0,45 3 $.
0.08 - 0.26 2
Total = 55
1.
) = Perfect attainment of objectives
2 = Yo attainment of objectives
Comparisons by ranking, as above, of the optional objectives is ‘

difficult because of the varied numbers of projects making use of each.
fat the number of projects maKing use of certain objectives is in itself
intorrative. Objective 1L*is outstanding in that only two projects \\\
vev attending to training volunteers to work in the preschool. further—
more, those two have an average discrepancy score of 1.43, indicating very

1irtle success. Insofar as this represents a priority of the state - ~

~Ffort. it is the moat significant area which calls for corrective atten-

tim. At the other eutreme, Objective 9, which has the intent of establishing

41
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.‘ ’ »
Figure 1 \
Frequency Polygon of Mean Discrep;:cy Scores
of "Al1l" Objectives for Projects in the State.
Lo .
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adult basic reading progr;ms, is operational in 30 projects, and is

performed very well at that, as inferred from the mean discrepancy

score of 0.73, the lowest score from among all the‘objectives. Ob-

¥ jective 14, writing proposals for funding, is apparently ; very active
componeht of Right to Read in Illinois, as 19 projects have worked on
it with a mean discrepancy score of 0.39. Fair success can be seen to
exist with respect to Objective 12, training programs for volunteers‘in'

school (3—12), having 18 Projects involved in it at a relatively low

4z ,
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discrepancy (0.93). Fair success is algﬁ the case with‘respéct to
Objective 10, the coordination 6f preschool programs with kindergarten
programs, since 17 projects are involved with a mean discrepancy score
of 1.00
When the activities of local projécts‘in the state are regrouped
according to tﬂe major elements into which they have been classified, it
is seen that Formal Training, Planning and Staffing activitiles are the e
most successful, being ranked 1, 2 aﬁd 3 respectively, and all having
discrepany scores less than 1. Field Based Activities aﬁd Management

and Coordination activities are only slightly less successful, and

Evaluation and Assessment activities are the weakest by far, withqa

mean discrepancy score of 1.20.
Some indication of the nature of the potential impi;;/éf local |
Rinut to Read projects on their surrounding communities”is obtained by
14 * M

consideration of the average numbers of individuals in varilous cate-:

gories and of the average numbers of individuals in various institutions
reported (self-repurt bf local directonrs, see section iII.)to‘be in-

volved in some way in the projects. These data are preseAted in Tables 3 and
4.. The total number of projects on which these daté ére based is 30, since
not 411 local projéctldirectors returned the forms sent to them for response.
Generalizations from the data are thus limited by this fact. They are also
limited in that it cannot be‘aééumed that the ?6 respondents are fairly re-
presentative of the ‘entire population. Tt seems likely, rather, that'less
QUCCGSSfUiAOI active projects with little or no involvement would not respond:

that is, that this sample may be a biased one.

S Furthermore, the data presentgg in vue tables of individual and institu-
o . 49 '
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. Table 3

t

Average Numbers of Individuals Per Project wmmonnma,ms<ow<ma in Right to Read Activities

- For the Entire State

(n=30 projects) )

N

Element .
» Total . Formal Field Based Management & Evaluation &

Category Average* . Planning Training Staffing Activities Coprdination  Assessment
wﬁommmmwosmwomnmmm . 9.97 ~1.00 0.40 0.23 8.77 8.70 9.07
Administrators . 3.00 - 1.50 0.27 0.70 0.90 1.67 . 1.67
Local mnmwmnn Directors 1.33 "1.33 1.17 , 0.93 Huwu 1.27 1.27
Teachers 19.87 “ 427 T 2.97 1.30 - £.10 1.13 8.57
- nosacswnw - 64.00 2.30 . 0.73 0.43 58.77 1.50° 7.17
wmnmvaomwmmﬁosmm Staff * 3.83 T 1.17 H.Hw - u.wu ‘ 0.03 0.17
Paid anmm . 2.60 . 0.43 0.43. © 0.03 0.33 0.27 0.53
Volunteers 21.37 1.63 4.77 0.57 6.97 0.13 0.53
Tutors . , 10.70 2.53 5.07 0M7 7.17 - 2.07
. Peer Tutors . 10.47 . 6.10 0.17 3.27 0.17 - 0.40
»m<ﬁm0ﬂm/mwﬁbnﬁw Members 9.67 7.43 0:20 3.03 4.90 4.10 6.43
Task mo,nnm zmﬂummﬁf 6.67 4.37 ° 0.83 ' 1.13" 3.97 . 2.33 2.83
Other : , 2.90 0.03 1.07 N 1.27 0.03 0.83

\

~H

* As the individual projects report a total number of individuaPs from each category involved in the project,
these numbers are averaged for the entries in this column, and they do not necessarily represent the average
of the entries within each of the element columns. That is, an individual counted as "1" in the total columm
may be involved in more than one element. - .

~

l C ’
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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average Numbers of Individuals Per Project Reported Involved in Right to Read Activities

For the Entire State by Institution
. (n=30 projects)

’ 8 , Element
Total AN Formal Field Rased Management & Evaluation &
Category Averageé* Planning HﬂmHsHsm Staffing Activities Coordination  Assessment
Board of Education 2.67 *0.53 0.10 0.43 0.07 0.40 /ﬁwﬂ
mnsoww Dist. Admin. 2.90 1.70 : o.wq o.ww 0.80 . 1.70 1.90
Pre-~School (students) .. 208.37 - - . - 206.80 - 0.07
Elementary (students) 513.00 + 0.03 8.70 0.03 153.33 0.03 142.70
Jr. High (students) 174.57 0.40 8.37 0.03 +29.03 0.03 14.20
Secondary (students)  136.43 0.43 1.17 0.03 8.00 . 0.03 £ 2,10
Special Client nﬂOLvm 13.67 0.43 H.Mw 0.13 . 2.33 0.17 0.13
Coll. or Univ. Dept. 2.80 2.63 . 0.17 0.20 2.53 0.30 0.40
Py

Jr. or Comm. College 9.40 1.27 0.53 0.77 T 0.93 1.07 1.83 A_u,_
Community Center 0.50 0.10 - - ) 0.33 - 0.20
Churches 1.33 0.30 _| , 0.07 0.27 0.37 0.93
Public Library 0..50 0.17 mwwu . 0.07 0.37 0.23 0.23
Industry ) 0.40  0.23 - 0.03° 0.10 0.07 0.23 ,
Mass zm&m - 0.83. 0.23% - - 0.13 0.43 0.33 ,
Adult Dev. ‘Agencies 1.53 1.17 0.13 0.10 '0.40 0.07 0.17
Correctional Imst. 0.27°  0.20 fp.mﬁ 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.20
Universities 0,43 0.03 - 0.03 0.40 0.03 ) _ 0.03
*  As the individual vﬂmennm report a total number of wsmu<um:mwm from each omnmmww% involved WS the project, ]

. these numbers are averaged for the entries in this columm, and they do not necessarily represent the average

of the entries witliin each of the element columns. That is, an'individual -counted as "1" in ‘the total column

may be involved in more than one element. . \UWm

E

.
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‘ s <. T ¥
tional involvement will be seen to be more data than are actually reported
\§? the prose presentations accompanying the tables. The categories of in-
v
{¥iduals and institutions which indicate the areas of greatest and lowest in-

- e
volvement will be pointed out for each group of projects recelving a report

-

in this section. Complete data are reported in the tables, however, to facili-

tate the answering of specific questions or testing of hypotheges which arise

~ ) - .

in thg context of Jther ongoing evaluative or plann?pg purposes. That 1is, the

N complete data are reported at this time "for the }ecordf as the data has been
collected; Some suggested uses might be in the comparisons of individuals'
and inst;tutions# involvement over time (a feature proﬁided in the computer
programs, which cannot of course be used a® this time since only one time
period ig represenfed), the combarison of ihvolvement by major elements, and

-

.specific checks on numbers involved in categories of @art?eular interest from
among those that are not mentioned in.the following sections because they do

. not involve the "greatest' or "lowast' involvement.

legn the foregoing limitations, the following findings are offered with

no interpretation. From among the individuals, those who are indicated as
having tﬂe highest degree of involvement are voiunteers (21.37 average ﬁer_pro—
“ject) and teachers (19.87 average). The lowest rates of involvement (excluding
local project directors) are paid staff (2.60 zverage per project), adminis-
trators (3.00)and paraprofessional stagf 3.83). Of the institutions, the
greatest involvement (based on the numbefs 9f individuals reported involved in
each caLegory)‘is seen through elementary, preschool, junior high school stu-

dents/ In that order,}which are reported as having hundreds of individgals in-

volved. Special client groups (such as-handicapped, special education st *dents,.

40

etc.) are reported, however, to be a fairly substantially involved grour with'
|
|
|
|
I
|
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an average of 13.67 individuals from each project in that category.’ All other

institutional categories show an average of less than three individuals in-
p t
#

volved. . ' ' .

One further finding concerning the status of local projects across the

.

-

state, that of attrition, is noted here. 1In figures reported by the state

’ L

Right to Read staff, it was indicated that a total of 177 applications from in~

-

dividuils to become Right to Read directors were received for both Eraining

>

seshions. Of these, R0 were trained in either of the two training sessions. .
/

As of December, 1975, at which time these figures were reported, 66 individuagg

»

were project directors for 51 operational projegts. (Fifty-five projects were

_.

used as the base for the ginalyses in this report because that was the number of
operational projects when the analyses were begun in October, 1975.) This in~
dicates an attrition rate of 27 percent over a period of almost two years since
the first training session was held. Thié-;ate\appears quite good in view of

. the volunﬁary nature of the Right to Read operation and in the abscence of

such material suppurt as project funding or Eoilege credit for the professionals

4

A
involved.

There is reason to believe that the attrition rate might be attributable N
tuv a lack of commitment of some local school systems to support the Right to

Read activities of the local project director. Upon examining the appliqétions

of the 90,direct6rs trained, it was found that of those directors who are still :
functioning, 52 percent of them submitted letters from their school district
officials supporting the directors' efforts along with their applications.

Of those who ceased funct&oning as Righg to Read project directors; onlv 14

percent submitted such letters. Thus, it poars that if t;g commitment Of

school districts is elicited as a prerequisite to acceptance for training, the

155{1(;‘ | . : 4'¢ )




attrition rate might be kept very low. ’ . ¥

> ' ' \ .
In summary, the meaft discrepancy score for all objectives and all pro:\\\”
" K] " » \\
jects\ln the state if 1.05, indicating that almost half of the activities
~ . .
were performed successfully. Among objectives, the relative strong areas of

oy

. ]

performance are the establishment of advisory councils, coordination of day- .
1
to-day. activities of projects, the operation of adult basic reading programs

and engaging in funded proposal writing activities. Relatively weak areas
. ™ N *
are those objectives geared toward tapping available community resources for

support, inservice staff development, and working with volunteers in the pre-

school. Among the major element groupings, Formal Training, Planning, and
]

. Staffing are relatively strong areas, whilesthe Evaluation and Assessment

. - - el
element is the weakest area.

2. The Regions

Tables 5, 8 and 11 present summary discrepancy data, as were presented above
,
4
for the entire state, for Regions 1, 2 and 3, respectively. A general descrip-

tion of each region is preseﬂged in this section, followed "by a comparison-

contrast of the regions. O N\
. . {

a. Region 1
1 . I -
In the overall sense, the mean discrepancy score for the required objectives

.
Is 1.13, indicating slightly less than half successful accomplishment of activi-

ties. But when all objectives are considered, qhe mean is 0.99, indicating

“about half "success" rate for the 18 projects in Region 1.

From among the required objectives, Objectives 6 and 2, the coordination

of day-to-day organizational responsibilities and the needs and resources as-

sessment, are the only two with mean discrepancy scores cf less than 1. Objec-

.3

(&)

i | - q
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) Table 5
;ummar§ Discrepancy Score Data for Local Right to Read Preojects in Region 1
. (n=18) . i o "
Mean Dis- . t : Mean Dis-

: - . crepangy . . . crepancy
Required Objectives Scores _ Rank Optional Objectives - n (Scores -~ Rank
1. Advisory Council 1.02 ‘ 3 8. Pre-Schl, Parent.Ed. 2 (/775.25/

.2. Needs Assessment 0.93 2 9. Adult Reading Skills 9  0.51 -
3. Program Plan g 1.26 ) 10. Pre-Schl. Readiress, 3 0.31.
’ 4, fublicity Network .1.04 4 . 11, Pre-Schl, Vo;Lnteers ‘- “
5. Community Re30urcés 1.49 7 12, In-Schl. Volunteers 6 0.85 )
6. Day to Day Tasks 0.84 ° 1 13. AdulE'Volunfeers‘ 2 0.36
7. Staff Develzpment 1,40 6 14. Proposal Writing 7 0.22¢
’ | 15. Classroom Literacy 5 0.37
) e 16. MediaiProgram 4 0.75
B LRequired Objectiyes Means= 1.13 Total bbjectives Mean = 0.99
) ,
Element \ X Required Objectives Mean Total Objectives Mean Rank
Planning ' 1.01 . 0.93 2
Formal Trainingz. ] | . i 0.52 1
St;ffing 1.22 - 1.11 6
Field Based Activities 1.24, - 0.97 3
Management and Coordinat:ion - 1.18 ' ) 0.98 » 4
*\fvaluation and Assessment '1.16 4 1.01, ‘ E iht
N\ -*1g = perfect attainment of objectives; 2 = nq.attainment of objectives o

< -
2No activities among the required objectives apply to Formal Training, because

of the way Formal Training was defined as in p. 185 of this report.
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tives 1 and 4, dealing wlth advisory councils and task forces and the estab-

»

. } T
lishment and operation of a publicity petwork are near 1 in mean discrepancy

_—
»

- .
scores, but abgye that number, and thus \are slightly less successful areas than -

the first two mentigLed. Objective 3, the, establishment of a lbng-rénge plan,

its less successful yet, with a mean of 1526‘ And Objectives 7 and-5, inservice

staff development for literacy programs and tapping community resources, have

means of 1.40 and 1.49, respectively, and atre very weak components in Region 1.
From among the optional\objectlves, it is seen from Table 5 éhat all of

the discrepancy séores are very low, the highest being 0.85, which indicates

\

that Repion 1 projects have a high degree of success with these optional objec- .

- tives. More specifically, half the projects in the region made use of Objective

9, establishing an adult basic reading program, and did so very well, as indicated

£

by thé mean discrepancy score of 0.51. Other strong points of Region 1, by

virtue of having a substantial number (5 or more) of projects working on them

and, of course, having low discrepancy scores, are Objectives 14 (writing

funding proposals), 15 (special literacy activities in the director's own class- s
n: room), and 12 (inschool [K-12] volunteer programs). In the sense that low num-
. bers~(less than 5) of projects represent lack of success in an area, Objectives

M

L)

"8 (pa}enxal ??ucation programs), lO (coordina%ion of preschool and kindergarten
programs), 13 (aaﬁlt education volu;teer programs), and 16 (mediz programs) re-
present areas of potential improvement inﬂRegion 1.

Viewed by hajor elements, Formal Training activities are by far the §tr6ngest
element in Region 1, with a mean .discrepancy score of 0.52. Planning, Management
and Coordinatizl, and TField Based Activities are less successful, though all are

«

still below 1 on the mean, and thus fairly strong areas. ' Evaluation and Assess-—

P ment activities are ranked 5th, but have a mean of 1.0l, and are thus close to,

S -
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the previous three in strength. Staffing agtiv{ties are the lowest ranked, wi;h )
a mean of 1.11, still not very weak.

The nature of the impact on the surrounding communities of Region 1 pro-
jects in terms of the numbers of indﬁviduals and ilnstitutions involved, is
indicated by the data in Tables 6 and 7. From the "total" colummn, it is seen
that teachers, professional staff, and peer tutors are the areas ‘through which
tl’: greatest involv;x_nent is obtained. Among the i;lstitutions, pre-school, ele-
mentary and junior highlschool students. represent the areag of greatest impact,

1 with all others exhibiting very little involvement. . |

b Regigg 2 L{ ’ _ ) 3

For tbe 19 project§ in Region 2, the mean disgreg%?cy scores for the re-
quired objectives and aIl objectives are 1.01 and 0.96, r%gﬂéctively. This iq4
dicates a very successful degree of attainment by proﬁects in the region'in

A
' general, and that performance on tlie optional objectives is better than on

the required ones.
Among - the specific required objectives, Objective 1 ( Advisory Council

and Task(Force activitiess is by far the most successful in attainment, with

! \

a mean of 0.44 on the disorepancy values. Objectives 6 (coordination of day-

to-day organizational responsibilities), 4 (publicity network establishment),
N ] .
and 2 (needs and resources asseSSment)i\gﬁé ranked in that order, and all have

means less than 1. Qbigttives 3 (1ong—range,plan) and, 5 (commun;ty resources
. . 5 .
tapped) show a low degree of success with relatively high discrepancy scores.

And Objective 7 (inservice programs for staff members), with a mean of'1.60
’ ]

ig\deflnitely a weak area for Region 2 projects. . i

A comparison across the optional objectives indicates that number 9 (adult
. 2

\ basic reading programs) is a very akrong area, as 13 projects make use of 1t
¢ . f A
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Average Numbers of Individuals Per MHoumnn.wmvounma Involved in Right to Read Acti ties

-

(n=12 projects [out of 18]

For Region 1

Table 6

Wma\sn

LT Total Formal > Field Based ~Management & Evaluation &
mmnmmou< — mwwmmmm* mHm:anm Training Staffing >mnw<wnwmm Coordination Assessment,
Professional Staff r&Nu.bN "1.50 _0.67 0.08 21.17 21.17 21.67
Administrators 4.42 2.00 0.50 0.75 w.oo . 2.50 | ~ 2.17
Local Project Director ~ 1.17 1.17 1.08 0.58 1.08 1.17 1.17
Teachers . 28.00 4.50 2.83 1.08 3.42 1.33 3.00
Community 135.17 2.17 - 0.67 126.17° 1.00 2.17
Paraprofessional Staff 4.83 2.92 2.92 - 4.67 0.08 -

Paid mwmmm 1.42 0.75 1.08 0.08 0.58 0.42 1.17
Volunteers '9.50 - 1.00 - 4.33 — -
Tutors * 3.08 - . - - 2.92 - -
wmmH.HCnoum * 19.67 - 12.50 - 4,92 - X 1.00
Advisory Council Members 5.92 4.92 - 1.25 2.25 1.58 5.17
Task Yorce Members 4.92 4.08 0.50 0.08 lllm:bm 2.67 2.83

. o
Other -

% As the individual projects report a total number of individuals from each

these numbers are averaged for the entries in this column, and they do not ne

of the entries within each of the element nowcabma

That is,
may be infolved in more than one element.

tegory involved in the projget,
ssarily represent the average

an individual counted as "1 in the total column

- TN

O

IC

E
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. . Average Numbers of Individuals Per Project Reported Involved in Right .to Read Activities

_ \\\\ For Region 1 by Institution y
. - o 3 (n=12 projects [out Om_®muv z
- ) . . : Element
. Total ; Formal Field Based MManagement & Evaluation &
Category - ’ " Average* . Planning Training Staffing Activities Coordination Assessment
s - . - ] - -
Board of Edycation . 1.92 o«uwx\bu - - - - 0.75
School Dist. Admin. . 3.67 1.877-  0.42 0.75 0.92 2.25 2.83
. "Pre-School (students) 504.08 - - - 500.17 - 0.17
k] L - - N
Elementary (students) 350.08 0.08 - 14.67 0.08 314.83 0.08 0.08
" Jr. High (students) 83.67 ~ 0.92 20.92 - 0.08 55.75 . 0.08 0.08
: - Secondary (students) 0.92 0.08 0.08 ~ 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08
Special Client Groups 0.08 - 0.08 - - - -
L te - o
_ Coll. or Univ. Dept. 0.42 0.17 - ] 0.17 . .0.42 0.17 0.42 =
< ~ . N
¥ Jr. or Com. College 1.75. 0.33 0.17 0.33 0.92 0.67 1.75
k Community Center - . - - - ~ - ) -
] . ) o - -
Churches 0.17 0.17 - " 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17
Public Library 0.25 °  0.17- - 0.17 0.17~ 0.17 0.25
% .; N ) -
Industry 0.08 0.08 - - 0.08, 0.08 0.08 d.08
Mass Media - . 0.08 - - .- - 0.08 - -
. . k4 . .
. - Adult Dev. Agencies ©0.25 0.08 - 0.08 . 0.17 0.08 0.17
Correctional Inst. . 0.50 0.50 ° 0.50 0.08 - 0.17 0.50
- . - - ’
"Universities - - - - - - - -
" ] *# As the individual vHOumnmm.HQHOHn a total number of individuals. from each c#tegory involved in the project,

these numbers are averaged for, the entries in this column, and they do nmot necessarily represent the average
. of the entries within each of the element colums. That is, an individual counted as "1" in the total columm

may be involved in more than one element. )

E

Q
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- - \ Table 8 *
. * ¢ «
qummaQQ Discrepancy qcore bata for Local Right to Read Proje;ts in Rebion 2
(n=19) ‘
' Mean Dis-p - . Mean Dis-

: crepancy crepancy .
Required Ob{ectivesfg Scores Rank Optional Objiectives _n Scores . Rank )
lJ:Advisory Council “: 0.44 L 1 8. 'Pre-Schl. Pgrent Ed, 8 0.92 6
2. Needs Assessment 0,98 4. 9. Adult Reading Skills 13  0.82 / 5
‘3. Prog;am Pfin. ., 1.22 g 5 10. Pre-Schl. Readiness 9 . 1.00 7
4, Publicity Network 0f87' . "3 11, Pre-Schl. Volunteers 2  1.43 '\ 8 '
5. Community Resources 1.34 .',v_'ﬁ 12: In-Schl.,yolﬁnteers 7 0.75 . 3 -
6. Day to Day Tasks 0.83 2 13. Adult Volunteers s 0.80 47
7. Staff Development 1.60 ' 7 14, éroposaliﬂyitipg -5 70,49 1

VJS. Clqs;rgom.Fifegacy : |
16. Media Program 2 0.71 2

QQ‘ ‘nguinéd'OPjecciveq Mean = 1.01 T?tal dbjehti#es Meaf = 0.96 > ,
Element { Required Objectives Mean Total Objectives iean Rank
Planning 0.89 ©0.90 2
Formal Training® | ' . | .1104 5
Staffing . 0.74 Q.68 ’ 1
Field Based Activities 1.18 < 0.9 | c ok
Management and Coordination 0.96 ' 0.91 - 3
Evaluation and Assessment ) 1.20 1.19 »

1y = perfect attainment of objectives; 2 = no attain@ent of ob;éctives P
Mo acLivltieq among the required objectives apply to Formal Tcainlna: "becpude

‘of the way Formal [(ratning was defined as on p. 185 of this report. T
B4 | - !
EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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with a quite low discrepancy score of 0.82. Other relatively successful
areas, by victue of low discrepancy scores and substantial nu?bers of pro-
jects, are, in order of strength: 14 (proposal writing activities), 12 (in-
school volunteer programs), 13 (adul; voluntegg programs), 8 (parental edu-
cation programs), and 10 {preschool and kindergarten pfogrém coordination).
Suggested weak areas are derived from Objectives 15 (special 1iterac; activ-
ities in the director's own classroom) which is not used at all, 1l (pre-

school volunteer programs) which has only two projects involved in it at a
. ' ’ ;‘ ’ N\
1.43 discrepancy level, and 16 (media programs) with two projects involved \ .

»

again, although st a low discrepancy level of 0.71.,

The regrouping by major e}ements indicates that Staffing 1Is a very

[

=trong functional area for Region 2 projects, with ajgean discrepancy score

of 0.68. This can be interpreted\to mean that projects
ot placement taské. 'Planning, Management and Coordinatidn, gnd Fié}d Based
Activities are rgnked 2, 3, and 4, respectively, with mean scores less than

I, and thus gquite strong. Formal Training is ranked 5th, though only slightly
higher in {ts discrepancy score. 4And Fvaluation and Assegsmént is the weakest
arca among the =lements, ranked 1§st with a score of 1.19.

From Tables 9 and 10, an‘idea of the areas of strong individual and in=-
stitutional 1nvol;ément is vbtained. The individuals exhibiting the greatest
{nvolvement ace volunteers, tuiors, teachers, and, to a slightly lesser ex-
rent, advisory couacll members., Among the Institutions, those which have rel-
atfvely hivh levele of iagvolvement are elementary, junior high, and secondary

- hool students, with special client groups also being very involved, although

auvt ta the degree of the previous three,

oy o A

“he ove rall diseropancy score means for Reglon 3 projects are 1.25 for
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. Table 9
\

Average Numbers of HsaH<HacmHm<wmn Project Reported Involved in Right to Read Activities .

For Region 2

s, (n=10 projects [out of 19])

. ) Element ]

Total Formal Field Based Management & Evaluation &
Category Average* Planning Training Staffing Activities Coordination  As¥gssment .
Professional Staff 1.20 \ 0.80 - 0.30 0.60 - 0.80 - 0.70 0.80
Administrators 2.60 1.50 0.20 0.80 1.30 1.40 1.60
Local Project Directors , 1.50 1.50 1.10 1.20 1.10 _ 1.30 1.30
Teachers™ 21.00 6.10 2.00 0.70 3.90 H.bo 19.80 .
Community . 21.00 0.90 - 0.50 10.70 0.50 6.10
Paraprofessional Staff 4.20 - - - 4.10 - 0.30 Mﬁw
Paid Staff © 5,60 0.20 - - 0.20 0.20 -
Volunteers 44 .20 2.40 10.60 0.70 1.10 0,20 0.70

Tutors 25.30 14.20 15.90
Peer Tutors 3.30 3.30

Advisory Council Members 13.90 0.40

Task Force Members 5.30 0.70

-

Other 6.10 , 3.20 1.20

o .

As the individual projects report a total number ¢f individuals from each category involved in the projects,

these numbers are averaged for the entries in this column, and they do not necessarily represent the average

of the entries within each of the element columns. That is, an individual counted as "i" in the total column
may be involved in morée than one element.

IC

.
-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




-48-

. . . .
. . . s
» H -

><mﬂmmm Numbers Af Hsmp<wmcmHm Per Project wvaHnma Involvad In Right to Réad Activitdes
v For Region”’2 by Institution
R {n=10 projects [out of 19])

. " Element -~
: Total . Formal . Field Based Management & Evaluation &-
Category i Average* Planuing Training Mnmmmwsm Activities Coordination .>mmmmmsm:%
womnm omhmmdnmmwos 3.70 mpwo 0.20 0.10 0.10 Qfmo 1.60 ‘
School Dist. Admin. 1 2.90 2.00 0.60 m 1.20 1.10 1.50 1.50
Pre-School (students) 0.20 , - - C = , OHNO , e i , - |
Elementary Amncam:nmv 1,052.40 - 8.50 ~ /" 47.2 ;/u o 425,50
Jr. High (students) ,400.20 ©0.10  3.40 - 10.20 = 40.00 N
Secondary- (students) 362.20 1.00  3.90 - 340 - . .1.20
Special Client mno:vm 35.90 1. 30 0.50 " 0.40 2.00 . 0.50 0.40
Coll. or Univ. Dept. 7560 T 7.40 ' 1.30 _ 0.40 7.10 - _ 0.50 S 0.50 -
. \ % -~ ’ i)
Jr. or Comm. College . 4.90 3.20 - ©1.80 1.60 7 2,30 3.20
Community Center 0.50 0.30 - - 0.30 - Z 0.20
Churches \ 0.90 0.7~ - . 0.60 -  0.60
Public Library j.oo ¥ 0.20 - 0.40 i 0.70 © 0.50 0.20
Industry 1.10 0.60 - - ) 0.20 0.10 0.60
Mass Media " 0.90 °  0.50 e - 0.20 0.70 -
Adult Dev. Agencies . 4.20 ©3.30 0.30 0.10 0.90 , 0.10 0.20
Correctional Inst. 0.10 - ‘1 = . 0.10 - -
Universities ) 1.20 0.10 . ~ - W.No - -

* As the individual projects report a total number ‘of individuals from each category involved in the projects,
these numbers are averaged for the entries in this column, and they do not necessarily represent the average
of the entries within each of the element columns. That is, an individual counted as "1" in the total column
may be-involved in more than one element. * ’

Q
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Table 11
"~ t . )
Summary Dis<;epancy Score Data for Local Right to Read Projects in Region 3
' . (n=18)
*,
Mean Dis- ' Mean Dis-

, crepancy . crepancy
. Required Objectives Scores! Rank Optional Objectives n___Scores "~ Rank §1
1. Advisory Council 0.99 - 1 . 8. Pre-Scbl. Parent Ed, 5 -~ 1.67' 8 ‘
"2, Needs Assessment 1.22 3 \ 9. Adult Reading Skills 8 i 0.85 3

;3. Program Plan 1.28 4 10. Pre-Schl. Readiness 5 1.42 7

4. Publicity Network 1.37 5 .. 11. Pre-Schl. Volunteers

5. Community‘Resources 1.40 6 12, In-Schl. Vslunteers 5 . 1.29 ° 5.5 ‘!
/6. Day to Day Tasks .  1.19 2 . 13, Adult Volunteers = 3 1.27 &

7. Staff Development 1.48 7 . 14. Proposal Writing 7 0.49 1

15. Classroom Litéracy ‘i 0:§0f 2
16. Medf} Program -3 1:29 5.; ’
'Required Objectives Mean = 1.25 Total Objectives Mean = 1.21

Element ' Required Objectives Mean Total ObieEtives Mean R?nk

Planning . i.07 . 1.11 i

Formal Training® | » ' L4 2

Staffing 1.22 ©1.23 4.5

Field Based Activities 1.28 , ' 1.15 3
’ Ménagement ahd Coordination 1.30 ) 1.23 4,5

Evaluation and Assessmenf 1.44 1.40_ 6

- N

ly = perfect attainment of objectives; 2 = no attainment of objectives

?No activities among the required objectives apply to Forfial Training, because
of the way Formal Training was defined as in p. 185 of this report. .

IToxt Provided by ERI
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the required'objectives and 1.21 for all objectives. This indicates substan- \

~

tially less than half "success" rate for profécts in this regiin. As these
figures are very low in comparison with those of thg other two regions, a
brief comment on a factor related to the perforggnce in this region is in
oréer at this point. Successful performance of local projects is found to

- be related fo an index of the socioeconomic level of the cbqpunit/ served, a
finding that will be discussed later jin this report. The data in Appendix F
show that according to the inde;Jused, Region 3 has th; highest number of pro-
jects f%cated in low socioeconomic communities: Thus, this factor's influence

»

may be the overriding contribution to the low performance ratings in Region 3
L}

- -

as compared to the other regions.
’

Among the required objectives, only Objective 1, which concerns the es-
LY

»

. gabiishment of advisory councils, has a discrepancy score of less than 1. Rated
in somewhat of a secoﬂd—place cluster are, in order, Objectives 6 (coordination
of day-to-day orgiﬁ&éational responsibilities), 2 (needs and resources assess-
ment), and 3 (establish a long-range plﬁn). Very weakest attainment occurs for
Objectiveé 4 (publicity nétworé), 5 (tapping community resources), and 7 (in-
sgrvice staff development for literacy programs) . )

“ As indicated in Table 11, no one optional objective is ;ade use of by.
even h~1f of the projecks in Region 3. Of those for which a somewhat substan-

tial use is made, numbers 15 (wri'ting. funding proposals), 15 (special literacy

. activities in the director's own classroom), and 9 (est?blishing an adult basic
dicating areas of relative strength in the region. While a fair number of pro-

62& of preschool and kinderéarten programs), and 8 (parental education programs?,
the discrepancy scores for these objectives were quite high, indicating areas

for possible develdpmental attention. Objectives 13 (adult volunteer training

ERIC = | | 59

i

reading program) all had low discrepancy ‘scores, ranging {rom 0.49¢to 0.85, in-

jects made use of Objectives 12 (in-school volunteer programsj, 10 (coordination -
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programs) and 16 (media programs) were used by only three projects each, and

had quite high discrepancy scores ‘at that. Objective 11 (volunteer programs

in the preschooi) was not attended to at all by pxojects in“Region 3.

Among the elements, while all mean discrepancyhscores were hign: the

< +

P rélative strengths within Region 3 are Planning, Formal Training, and Field

Based‘ActivitieS, in.that order. Staffing and Management and Coordination

5

are in the middle-range, and the Evaluation and Assessment activity is the

%' weakeet area. -
Tables 12 and 13 present the average numbers of individuals and institu-
4 4 h ‘ . p
tions involved in Region 3 projects. The strongest categories of individuals'

4 ¥ . /
‘inyolvement are task force members, advisory council members, volunteers, teach-

ers and peer tutors. Elementary, secondary and junior high students are the

strongest of the insti‘utional categories of involvement, in that order.
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. ) ‘Table 12

Average Numbers of Individuals Per wmoumon Reported Invdélved in Right to Read Activities
: - i
For Region 3 - ’
(n=8 vproiects fout of 18])
. Element - P
Total Formal Field Based Management & ~Evaluation &
Category Average* Planning Training Staffing Activities Coordination Assessment
utwmwmmmmwosww Staff . 0.75 0.50 0.13 - \ 0.13 - 0.50
Administrators . 1.38 0.75 - 0.50 0.25 0.75 0.63
Local Project Directors 1.38 1.38 1.38 \Mhmw 1.25 1.38 1.38
Teachers - 6.25 . 1.63 4.38 2.38 5.38 0.50 . .2.88
Community 11.00 4.25 2.75 - 17.75 3.50 16.00
Paraprofessional Staff 1.88 - - - - 0.75 - - 0.25 me
. 3
Paid Staff 0.63 0.25 - - 0.13 ~0.13 0.25
Volunteers - ~« 10.63 3.13 3.13 1.25 5.88 . 0.25 1.13
™~ ) )
Tutors 3.88 - 1.25 - 2.63 - -
Peer Tutors - ‘ " 5.63 - - & 0.75 - -
Advisory Council Members 10.00 6.50 0.25 +,1.63 7.25 3.88 6.00
Task Force Members 11.00 5.38 1.5Q 0.38 - | 9.50 2.25 . . 3.13
Other 3.25 0.13 - - 3.25 0.13 3.13
* >m,nsm individual projects report-a total number of individuals from each category involved in the projects,
these numbers. are averaged fqr the entries in this column, and they do not necessarily represent the average
of the entries within each of the element columns. That is, an individual counted as "1" dn the total column
may be involved in more than one element. : ) [@):
- . \UIIM
. i
. mm] :




- . Table 13 ‘ !

Average Numbers of Individuals Per Project Reported Involved in Right n0;MMMd|>nnM<MnHmm

For Region 3 by Imnstitution N -
. ) (n=8 projects [out of 18]) L.
. - ’ * Element
* . . Total ] Formal ‘ Field Based  Management-& Evaluatlon & :
Category ) yYAverage*® Planning Training - Staffing Activities Coordination Assessment
_ . ~/
Board of Education 2.50 0.63 0.13 1.50 0.13 0.50 1.00
School Dist. Admin. § 1.75 1.38 - 0.88 0.25 1.13 1.00
—— ) \
Pre-School (students) 25.00 - - - . 25.00 - -
- - —
Elementary (students) 83.13 * - - - 43,75 - 3.13
Jr. mwmﬁwhmncamﬂnmv . 28.88 - - - 12.50 - 3.13
Secondary (students) 57.50 -0.25 - - 25.63 - . 6.25
Special Client Groups © 7 6.25 - - - ) 6.25 . - ‘ — .
. Coll. or Univ. Dept. 0.38 0.38 B - ) - \\\ ' 0.25 0.25
= 2 2 0.13 0.13 R
v uﬁw or Comm. o@PHmmm 0.25 ﬂo. 5 . .1 Q.13 : 0.13 ; 0.25 )
P N - i «
Community Center . 1.25. - - - 0.88 -8 0.50
n:cnoﬁmm . 3.63 - = - ;I . - . 1.13 . 2.50
& Public Library : 0.25 0.13 - - . 0.25 - 0.25 °
Industry ;- R - ~ - - T~ - . -
Mass Media . 1.88 0.25 - - 1 0.25, ¢ “4.63 1.25 .
, ) W
Adult Dev. Agencies 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 - 0.12
I ' .t . T -
Correctional Inst. " 0.13 -~ - o= - - -
4
Universities . -~ 0.13 - . - ©0.13 - 0.13 . ©.13
* As the individual projects report a total number of individuals from éach category involved in the projects,
- : these numbers are averaged for the entries in this column, and they do not necessarily represent the average Fbm
of the entries wit?iin each of the element columns. Thet 'is, an individual colnted as "1" in the total column o=
may be involved in more than one element. R M

E

o L » 4
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d. Comparison-Contrast of the Regions '

The oyverall relative success between the three }egions ig indicated by
tﬁeir mean discrepancy scores for the required and a}l objectives, which are
shown in Table 14. As is ejidenced in the tabie, a clear ranking from most to L)
least attainment exists across the regions; with Region 2 being the most suc-
éeésful, on both sets of meéns presented. When only the required objectivés
are consiﬁered, the three regions are spread equally. But when all quectives'
are taken into account, Regions 2 and 1 are seén to be very close in mean dis-

crepancy scores, while Region 3 deviates substantially from the other two, its

difference from the Region 1 mean being 22 of the 25 hundredths exhibited in

the largest gap shown. o N .

.

. Table 14. Mean Discrepancy Scores and Differences Between
the Regions for ‘the Required and Optional Objec-
- tives. '~
E ) . 1
Required Difference All Difference
~ L]
Region 2 1.01 . 0.96
=2 >o.o3
—//
Region 1 1.13 — 0.99
= >o.22
Region 3 1.25 1.21 :

Considering the required objectives, Figure 2 offers a visual comparison

[ t

of -each region's progress in each objective. For Objectives 3;‘5, and 7, the
three regions cluster together in approximately equal attainment levels. The
diagram of Object%ye 1, however, indicétes that Region 2 has'had subgstantially
more success in ainsory council activities than éither of the two other regions.

95?:2>ives 2, 4, and 6 indicate that Region 3 is especially unsuccessful in com-

[

parison with the other two in its work in needs and resource assessment, with

-~

establishing publicity networks, and in coordinating day-to-day responsibilities.

-

The extreme Strengths and weaknesses between the regions from among the

!
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Figure 2.— Bar Diagram of Mean Discrepancy Scores for the Required q

. Objectives for Each Region
. N

(Region numbers are indicaped inside each bar.)
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optional objectives are shown in Figure 3, which is derived from a summary of

items presented earlier im Tables 5, 8, and 11, and in descriptions of each

region separately The objectives placed in either extreme category were chosen

according to two criteria number of projects using the objective and its mean

B ~

discrepancy score. Thus, extreme strengths incdude those objectives which\have .

1l

a substantial number of projects in the region using ‘them, with a low mean Jis-

crepancy score. The objectives for the extteme weakness category were chosen

o~

L

ERIC 6

3

.
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because of their very small number of projects making use of tﬁeﬁ and their

N

high discrepancy scores.
Similar streﬂélhs agross the regions are in the areas of adult basic

reading programs, volunteer programs in the school (K-12), and writﬁnglfund—
]

ing proposals. Region 3 deviates from this pattern in that having special
literacy programs in the director's own classroom is not a strength as found

in the other regions, and thishregion does not- exhibit a strength in having

o

volunteexr programs in-schoo}. The only common weakness for the three regions
» - . ) ’
is in their volunteer programs in the preschool. Region 2, however, exhibits

an additional weak area in its special literacy acttvities in the directors'

~ ’
classrooms, and Region 3 1s especially weak in its volunteer programs for
M r

1

adults and in its media programs. ‘ N

Comparisons of the mean discrepancy scores of the regions within their
elemeets' categories, as shown in Figure 4, illustrate at least‘three points. ’
First, Reé}pn 1 is especially stronger than the other regions in its perfor-
mance of Formal Training activities. This may be related to the fact of Region
1's havihg more institdtions of higher eduthnnkin'its geggraphic scope, north-
ern Iilin is. Second, Region 2 has a relative strength  in its Staffing aetivih
ties. 'This would appear to be accounted for by the fact that mest activities
in the $taffing eategory are from Objective 1, advisory council work, and this
was already indicated as a very strong area for Region 2. This "aeuble" out-
come is also tﬁgyght to be\related to the time utilizationlof the,Region 2 con-
sultant, as wili{be discussed in section IV; B. 4 Below. Mhd finally, Region 3
is weak in .each.-of -the six elements as compared to the other regions, though

this is, ob,éourse, correlated with the overall high Jiscrepancy gcores for

*

this region. .

The strong and weak points indicated by the comparisons above are seen

to be related to a number of factors. These factors. include the general socio-
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\ Figure 3 . N

. Extreme Strengths and Weaknesses from Among the
h *  Optional Objectives Acress the Regions A .
(The objective numbers appear in parentheses)

s

A "\

Extreme Strengthsu ' Extreme Weaknesses © .

Region 1 adult basic reading . volunteer programs in .

programs )] _preschool (11) v
volunteer programs
- inschool ) (12) R -
1} . ¢
' \ Z writing funding proposals (14)
Region 2 adult basic reading special literacy ac;ivities

in director's class-

programs (9) '
‘ rooms ‘ (15)

oA

%

writing funding proposals .(14)
volunteer programs .in

volunteer programs. preschool (11)
 inschool &\
Region 3 writing funq£3§ proposals (14) volunteer programg in
Lo’

preschool . 11)

adult basic r;ading

programs (9) volunteer programs for
% adults v (13
special literacy programs ? ]
in directors' class- - media programs %?{16) )

rooms (15)

.

economlc levels of projects within region§, the characteristics of the local

project directors in regions, and the nature of the time ®tilization by the
‘gtate staff consultants within each region. The analyses of these contributing

factorg as related to the foregoing findings from project success are presented

ction IV. B. below.

\ . The Training Program Phages

w Projects are divided into two phases according to the time, the directors

.
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AN k] ‘ .
Bar Diagram of Mean Discrepancy Scores
in Each Major Element for Each Region

(Region numbers are indicated inside each bar.)
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of the projects received their training from the state staff. Phase T projects '
. N v . .
were those with directors trained in January, 1974, and Phase II projects had

their directors trained %p?August,;1974. fn some cases, a project has more’than
’ one éifecbor, each being trained %n a different sess?on. In such cases, the
projects are considered as being in Phase I and not in,Phase I1. Qf the 55 pro-
jects used to prepare this report, 39 are in/;hase } and 16 in Phase IT.
.This sectidn of the findings will f;rego an extensive descriptiém of cach
separately, as much of it would B? repetitious 6f the presentatioﬁ above. It

Will concentrate, rather on the comparison-contrast of the two phasus.
v ¢ N

N o B |
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" ancy scores for each phase across the elements, almost all of the elements

Summary discrepancy score data for Phases I and II are shown in Tables
»

15 and 16, respectively. From thosefuﬁbles, it 1is geen thi: the two phases

coe ]

were essentially equally successful, as the mean &iscrepancy scores for the
rcgu(red and all objectives differ by only twd hundredths of” a point. The re-

mainder of the data in the tables are used as the basis for the charts ofwthe

comparative analygls. ) .

* ¥

Figure 5 presents the clearest comparisen of the discrepancy scores of

s

the required.objectives for the two phases. The objective with the largest
difference betweken the phases 1s Objective 1 (advisory council and task force

establiahment and operati&gg with Phase II projects performing these activi-
¥ . ¥
ties muéh batter than Phase I projects. There are only very slight diffcrences

between the two phases on.Objectives 2, 3, and 6, with Phase I projects being

more successful, though the difference.is}thcught to be inconsequential. The
4 “ . . )
remaining three objectives indicate almost Equal mean discrepancy scores for

. R I
both phases. Overall, then, there is a great similarity between projects in
A
{
the two phases with respect to the required objectives, with the exceptlon of |
‘ L 4

|

the advisory council ‘functions.

As is Seen in Figure 6, which presents as comparison of the mean discrep:

.

)
, i

show simllar success patterns for the two phases. The }ho exceptions to this,
though they are not strong differences, are Staffing activities, with Phase II°

projects being more successful than Phase I, and Evaluation and Assessment ac-

-

tivities being less successful in Phase 'II than they were in Phase 1.
) o - ‘
A comparison of the numbers of individuais and institutions, by category,

<
between rhe two phases 1s obtained from. the data in Tables 17, 18, 19, and 20.
Comparing the total numbersg’of individuals, it is seen that Phase 1 preiects
.

make their substantially strong impact through teachers, volunteers, profes-

aional Staff, peer tutors, and other tutors; in that order, considering the
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table 15
Woemars, UisCrepanc s suore hata for Local Right to Read Projects in bhase i
{n= 39)
Hean Dis- Yean Dis-
crepangy crepancy

pequired Cbiectives Scoreg Rank uptional Objectives 0 Scores Rank

1. ~dvicory Louncil .88 1 %, Pre~Schl. Parent Ed. 10 1.0l 8

Lt

9. Adult Reading Skills 23 0.&8 3

2Loheeds Assessmeal 4,99

4, rrogras rlan 1.1 g 10. Pre-5chl. Readiness: 11 0.98 6

A tublicity Neluork 1.04 4 11. Pre-Schl, Volunteers ]

x

lu-Schi. Volunteers 16 0.96

o termunity Fesouriew 1.41 r 12. 5
w04, To s cavks g.92 z 13, Adult Yolunteecs 6 0.9% 7

p—
[

. Lart omvelipoent 1.4% 7 14, Proposal Writing 0.45 2

N 15, Classroom Literacy 5 0,37 1
16, Yedia Fropram IR 0.5 4
wared et eves o LU iotal vbjectives Yean =~ 1,04
Llpmeo! Legulred vbygrtives Mean total Ubjectives lean Rauk

Play. 3,97 0.96 2
L e . ‘}'»" 3,90 H
SEIITEY : [IRIE 1,03 4

Cletd o osed .o aen 1,01 1.00 3

Ccrveatnt a0 stdiad oo .17 1.00 g
S I B . L t.2. 1.1e é

0 caeg s T T T I S A N ; Vool iags Wt o3 ob el aes

o iLytene o e the Tevlred Qv e DE4eE aput P Torad Preintay, beranad

PR et v 4w e d s inow, 1Thood this ioport,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RPN ‘i M
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Table 16

Sumpary Discrepanc:s Score pata for Local Right to Read Projects in Phase II

(n=16)
Mean Pis- Mean Dis-
crepancy crepancy

Required tibjectives Scuresl Rank (Optional Objectives n Scores Rank
1. Advisory Council 0.64\ 1 8. Pre-Schl. Parent Ed. 5 1.22 8
2. leeds Assessment ’ 1.17 & 9, Adult Reading Skills 7 0.91 5°°
3. Program Plan T 137 5 10. Pre~5chl. Readinessv 6 1.04 )
G4, bPublicity “letwork 1.09 3 11. Pre~Schl. Volunteers 2 1.43 9
5. Community Resources 1.41 5 12. In-Schl. Volunteers 2 0.67 4
6. bay to bay fasks '1.04 pA 13. Adult Volunteers 4 0.65 K]
7. staff bevelopment . 1.>2 7 14, Proposal Writing 4 0.18 1 -

| 15. Classroom Literacy 5 0.60 2

16, 'ledia Program 3 1.14 7
Réqn;rud thcctiﬁts Mean = 1. 14 Total Objectives Mean = 1.0% )
Element hequired Objectives lfean Total Objectives Héan Rank
Planning ' 1.02 '1.03 4
Formal irsiufnwz 0.95 ) 2
Staffiny 0.906 0.88 1
Field bLased Activities 1.44 1.07 5
Manaperent and LnSrdinatinn 1.09 0.97 3
yalimat ion and Assessment 1.32 1.30 6
bao prertect o ent oot ol qect ives, P opa attainment of objectives

>
‘e tciivitiea ot the required objectives apply to I'mrmal JSraining, because

of the s lormal ira . num was defined as in p. 185 of this report.

RV,
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Figure 5.
Bar*Diagram of Mean Discrepancy Scores for the , »
Requirzed Objectives for Each Training Phase
o
3 (Phase numbers appear inside each bar.)
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categories with averages above 10, Phase II projects§\gn the other hand, make
_their_impact through volunteers and advisoery council mem%?rs. 0f the institu-

tions, Phase 1 projects’' average numbers of individuals 1 'the hundreds involved

are from elementary, preschool, junior high, and secondary school students. /Though

there are fair numbers of special client groups involved fin Phase I projects, the

number of these is much smaller than for the school students. The 1n9titutional

data tor Phase 1! indicate that elementary school students are the most numer-

ERIC oy

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘ . Table 17 ‘xnw -
, .7
Average Numbers of Individuals Per Project Reported Involved #n Right to Read Activities

For Phase 1

: (n=23 projects [out of 39])

-

i Element
Total Formal Field Based Management & Evaluatien &
Category ' Average*® Planning Training Staffing Activities Coordination Assessment
Professional Staff 12.91 1.22 0.52 0.22 11.35 - 11.26 11.74
Administrators . \ 2.48 1.17 0.26 0.39 0.61 1.65 0.91
Local Project Directors 1.35 1.35 1.26 0.96 1.22 1.30 1.35
Teachers ©23.74 4.48 3.78 1.30 3.35 0.74 _ 10.65
’ §
Community ! 14.61 2.78 0.96 0.35 10.13 1.74 6.78 CQ
o~
Paraprofessional Staff 3.70 1.52 1.52 - 3.48 0.04 0.13 Y
Paid Staff 3.22 0.48 © 0.57 0.04 0.35 0.17 0.70
Volunteers 23.30 1.70 6.09 0.30 7.13 0.17 0.70
Tutors 11.04 2.83 5.39 0.22 7.17 - 2.70
¥

Peer Tutors 11.39 - 7.74 - 2.00 - 0.52
Advisory Council Members 9.17 6.30 0.17 1.09 3.52 - 2.78 5.70
Task Force Members 6.61 3.83 . 1.00 1.04 335 - 1.91 2.48
Other ' 2.35 - - - 1.61 - 1.09
* As the individual projects report a total number of individuals from each category involved in the projects,

these numbers are averaged for the entries in this column, and they do not necessarily represent the average

of the entvies within each of the element columns. That is, an individual counted as "1" in the total columm

may be involved in more than one element. : OB

- \UIIM
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Average Numbers of Individuals Per Project Reported Involved in Right to Read-Activities

" For Phase 1 by Institution .
(n=23 projects [out of 39]) .

. . Element

Total Formal Field wmmmm Management &_ = Evaluation &
Category Average* Planning Training Staffing Activities Coordination Assessment .
Board of Education 3.30 0.57 0.04 . 0.52 0.04. ) 0.48 1.35 -
School Dist. Admin. - 2.87 1.57 0.39 0.78 0.65 . 1.87 1.78
Pre-School (students) 271.17 - - - 269.65 - 0.09
mHmBmznmww (students) 627.0% 0.04 i HH.uw. 0.04 . 157.91 0.04 al68.52
Jr. High (students) 223,26  0.48 10.91 0.04 . 33.43 0.04 14.17 :
mmnogawaﬂ\ﬂmncamsnmv 177.52 0.13 1.09 0.04 10.00 0.04 w 7 2.74
Special Client Groups 17.35 0.39 1.43 - 2.87 0.04 -
. " Coll. or Univ.-Dept. 0.52 0.30 0.04 0.09 0.35 0.22 S 035
1U 2 ¢, or Comn. College 1.61 0.91 0.17 0.26  0.57 0.43 157 mm

Community Center 0.61 _ 0.09 - - 0.39 - TTou6 -
Churches 1.65 0.30 RS 0.04 7 0.26 0.43 1.17

M@cwpwm Library 0.39 0.13 . - 0.04 0.26 - 0.09 0.17
Industry 0.52 0.30 - 0.04 0.13 . 0.09 0.30
Mass Media . 0.87 0.30 - - 0.09 0.43 o 0.43 -
Adult Dev. Agéncies 0.52  ~._0.17 0.17 0.13 .0.35 0.04 0.17

-

Correctional Inst. ’ 0.35 - | .26 0.26 o.o>y ) 0.04 - ) 0.09 0.26
Universities ~ 0,57 0.04 - 0.04 0.52 0.04 0.04

* As the individual projects report-a total number of individuals from each category invoTved in the projects,
these numbers are averaged for the entries in this column, and they do not necessarily represent ihe average .
of the entries within each of the element columns. That is, an individual counted as "1" in the total colurm

: O
may be involved in more than one element. - - \mM%
’ an

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Table 19 )

Average Numbers of Individuals Per Project Reported Involved in Right to Read ‘Activities

. For Phase II

i AnWQ projects fout of 161)

- Element "
Total Formal Field Based Management & Evaluation &
- Category Average* Planning Training Staffing Activities Coordination Assessment
/\\lfl‘/ﬁﬂommmmwonmw staff ~ 0.29 0.29 - 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29
Administrators 4.71 2.57 0.29 * 1.71 1.86 1.71 3.71
Local Project Directors ~  1.29 1.29 0.86 0.86 0.86 1.14 1.00
Teachers 7.14 3.57 0.29 1.29 - 6.57 2.43 1.71
Community 226.29 0.71 - 0.71 218.57 0.71 8.43
] »
vy
e Paraprofessional Staff; 4.29 - - - 3.29 - ; 0.29 ”Mm
Paid- Staff 0.57 0.29 L] - .NN 0.57 -
Volunteers , 15.00  1.43 0.43 1.43 6.43 - -
Tutors /  9.57 1.57 ° 4.00 - 7.14 - , - :
+ Peer Tutors 7.43 - 0.71 0.71 "7.43 0.71 -
Advisory Council Members 11.29 11.14 .0.29 9.43 9.43 8.43 §.86
Task Force Memhers 6.86 6.14 .oﬂmﬁ 1.43 6.00 3 4.00
Other £ 41 0.14° 4.57 - /4 0.14 0.14 -
x « N . » .
* As the individual projetts report a total number of individuals frcm each category involved in the projects,
these numbers are averaged for the entries in this column, and they do not necessarily represent the average
. of the entries within, each of the element colummns. That is, an individual counted as "1" in the total ¢olumm
may be involved in more than one element. : @)
* \Ul
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Average Numbers of Individuals Per mﬂmumnn Reported Involved in Right to Read Activities - -
For Phase II by Imstitution

” . (n=7 projects [out of 16]) .
X Element T
Total B Formal - Field Based Management & Evaluation &
Category Average* Planning Training Staffing Activities Coordination Assessment
Board of Education - - 0.57 0.43 0.29 0.14 0.14 © o 0.1% 0.29
— School Dist. Admin. - 3.00 2.14 0.29 1.43 ] 1.29 1.14 2.29
, 2
|
| Pre-School (students) 2.000 . - - - 0.29 - -
N . . )
| .. Elementary (students) 138.29 - - - . 138.29 - 57.86
7 —
| . Jr. High (students) 14.57 0.14 - - 14.57 - 14.29
W Secondary (students) . 1.43 1.43 - 1.43 - . 1.43 - // - -
| . -
T n Special Client Groups, 1.57 0.57 - 1.00 0.57 “0.57 0.57 0.57
‘ Coll. or Univ, Dept. . 10.29 10.29 0.57 0.57 9.71 0.57 - 0.57
]
| 6 ) L)
| b Jr. or Comm. College 5.00 2.43 1.71 2.43 2.14 3.14 2.71 WM
Community Center 0.14 0.14 - - 0.14 - -
f .. A ’ . a
Churches - ’ 0.29 0.29 - 0.14 0.29 0.14 0.14
7 Public Library " 0.86 - 0.29  0.57 0.14 0.71 0.71 0.43
Industry - - - - - - -
Mass Media 0.71 . - - - 0.29 0.43 -
| X \
| Adult Dev, Agenciles 4.86 " 4,43 - - 0.57 . 0.14 o 0.14
W Correctional Inst. - - .- - - - -
| ‘Universities - - - - - - -
* As the individual projects report a total number of individuals from each category involved in the projects,
o these numbers.are averaged for the entries in this columm, and they do not necessarily represent the average o
of the entries within each of the element columns. That is, an individual counted saas "1" in the total column \UWMWW
may be involved in more than one element. - ELM\

|
| .
|
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) Ll h
, . . . Figure 6.

Bar Diagram of Mean Discrepancy Scores in
Each Major Elgments for Each Training Phase

I

(Phase numbers appear inside each bar.)
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. ouely involved group, though junior high students and college or uhivérsity de~
partments do have averages of more than 10 involved.
In summary, Phases I and II are remarkably similar in the progress of the
projects with 1pca1 directors trained in each, when mean discrepancy scores are
v used as the criteria. One exception to that waéﬁthe advantage shown by Phase II
! projects in their advisory council work as over Phase I. In terms of the num-
bers of individuals and institutions involved in each phase, more of both ‘in-
dividuals and institutions were involvgd in Phase I projects and in more cat-
egories, than were in Phase. I1 projecté. The ,categories of strength did, how-
ever, overlap across the two phases. Aqditional information concerning the
{ content of the training programs, in an attempt to understand more completely

the findings of this section, will be presented in section IV. B. below.

RIC - 76
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’ B. Factors Gontributing to Success of Prgiects

The presentation of findings up to this point mic“t be thought of as the‘
static findings. We now turn to the,dfnamic findings in which evidence is pre-
sented to suggest that certain factors potentially within the control ok the *ﬁik
state Right to Read staff or the local project staffs appear to influence the
nature and degreé of frojects' attainments as presented above. There are four

|

such factors which were discovered in the course of fhis evaluation and which

\
serve to organize this section nf the report: socioeconomic factors, charac-

.

teristics of directors, state staff time utilization, and training program ac-
tivities,
1. Socioeconomic Level of the District

There is found to be some relationship between the socioeconomic level of

the school districthn which the local Right to Real project is located and the

o

-

? success of its attainment of objectives. As this analysis was conducted before
. ! i .
the discrepancy model programs were developed, the measure of success varies

t’
slightly from pure discrepancy scores. Each project was assigned a success
: 8 )
rating of 0 to 16 (though 12 was the highest assigned), based on the number of
O 4
objectives having 507 or mor%‘aciivities "éompleted." This success rating

method is correlated with success as determined by mean discrepancy scores, by

. "def&nition of the latter. The SES measure was obtained by subtracting the per-
!
cent of Title I eligibles in each school district (provided by the IOE data

.

processing service in November, 1975) from 100. SES and success ratings for

each project are presented in Appendix F. .

The descriptive and correlational statistics for the two variables are pre-
sented in Table 21 The correlation of +0.31, while it is not very large; is

statistically significant at the .01 level. Thus, there is a greater than chance

tendency for the more successful projects to be those in higher SES communities,

E MC \\r / »‘0 . .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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and converselys As Region 3 was found above to be the least successful of the
three regions, the average SES level of the communities surrounding its pro-

jects is:also the 16west of the three. The median values of the Title I per-

>

cegfage eligibles for each region are 6.08, 11.37, and 17.64, respectively for

1 -
Regions 1, 2 and 3.

Table 21 -

, Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation'
of Success Ratings and SES Levels (n=55)

! ) .
. variable mean s.d. ¥ p <
success 5.64 3.49 :
# ) . 4+0.31 .011
‘ \ SES 85.14 17.62
\

The finding of the relationship of success in Right*to Read p;ojects and
SES is not taken to imply that if success is desired projects should be esgab-
1ishéd in high‘éES areas. Rather it point; to the need to better understand
what special requirements exist in order to make a project from a low SES area

i !

succegsful, since there,'préSumébly, lie the greatest needs for literacy ef-
forts. To this end a case analysis of the few successfulvpr?jeéts“from low SES
areas was undertaken and follows. » : ‘ <

. The analysis-undertaken to investigate the influence of a large‘percentage
of low SES families in the school district on the possible success of the R2R
Project iﬁvolved a sample of successful projects (one from eacﬁ of the three

regions) with success ratings of 9 or above and a sizable number of Title I

eligible students, over 15%. rAdditionally, three projects with low success

1The medians are taken from the SES indicators Appendix F, The entire

tables are not repeated here in the interest of avofding the further proliferas
tion of tables in the text. )
/

ry e
{CV .

: X
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ratings, less than 4, and a sizable numger of Title I eligible students, over .
s *

157, were examined, in_terms of the characteristics of the directors of the

Uproject. Two projects in the sample of 6 had more than one director in each
T , .

og‘ghe groups; consequently the applications of four R2R directors in each
category were analyéed. The variables which seemed to distinguish between ’
N ’ A

Y

. Generally, the directors of the successful projecgs with a large number

‘ the two groups are recorded in Table 22,

of low income students displayed the same characteristics as the other suec-

J, . ) .
cessf{ul directors described earlier. The same can be saia for the unsuccess-
ful group. However, there are differences between the two groups worthy of

further investigation: It is noted that fll four of the successful directors

L]

working in situations with a relatively large population of .low income stu-
. ¢
>

4 dents had under ten years of experience, while the uynsuccessful group had

N )

only one director with less than 10 years of experience and three with over

17 vears of

>

experience; successful directors lived in their communities under

Xy ,

years while among the unsuccessful group all had been residents of their’

communities for over 15 years. All successful directors wetre female; 2 of the
unsuccessful ones were male. The unsuccessful directors cluster in the eight

'vear age range of 37 to 45 while the successful ones range from 31 to 50 years

of age. The successful directors tend to belong Lo three or more professional

organizations and hali of the group viewed themselves as specialists in program‘

r development. By contrast the unsuccessful directors all belong to no more than
. ‘ . ‘ - . . ,
one professional organization and half of this group indicated they, possessed

no special skills. Finally, three 'of the four successful direclors attached -a

~

personal statemeut of intent to their applications, specifying their desire to
become a R2R 'director and indicating what they hoped to learn in the training

~ sessiong. Only one of the unsuccessful directors attached such a statement.

{
In summary then, if one is interested in selecting a potentially successful

Q ' r T ’7 '\'j l ’ '
ERIG | o |
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director in a community {ﬁth a large population of low SES §tudénts, the applicant
should display between three to eight'y?ars of expefignce in the field; and less
Ehan nine years in the communit;)as a resident. She shghid belong t% more than.
three professional 0rganizati6ns, be enthusiastic and committed at least in a writ-

v ~

ten statement, and be over 30 and under 50 years of age and probably have some ex-

>

perience in program development. ¥
SN
- Table 22 )
Demographic Characteristics of Selected Directors in Low SES Communities
. Succegsful with more Unguccessful with more
b than 15% Title I ‘I than 15% Title I
Variable ) N=4 N=4 .
Classroom Teacher 3 2 . )
Non Clé;Broom Teacher . 1 2
3 — - +
Years of Experience )
Under 10 4 o1
Over 15 : .- 3
Years of Residence
Under 9 4 -
Over 15 ~ 4
Sex F L4 2 ,
M / - ’ 2
Age 31-35 ' . \ 1. -
36-40 1~ - 1
4145 1 4 T g
46-50 1 -
Education 1[ ’ )
BA : 2 . 1 &
MA 2 3
'Professional Organizations .
. -1 N 1 ‘ 4
3 or more ) i 3 i ,
Special Skills ' X : )
s . Reading Speciplist 1 A 2
Administration 1 -
Program Development 2 -
N College Teaching - ' 1
None : - 2 g
13

7. Characteristics of Successful and Unsuccessful Directors
Ceneral success among Right to ‘Read projects, as judged by each of the
. 5
/r/ three regional cc. .:'tant's provision of the three "most successful" and three
|

i

"least successf{ul' projects in their respective regions near the beginning of P

this evaluation team's functioning, is found to be related to some demographic




O
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4t . . N~ N »
~ ' ’

\
characteristics of the project directors. Information on demographic charac-

4 15 .
teristics of the 18 used for this analysis are presente ' in the Interim Report .
- L
in Appendix A, This section follows closely'the format of that prgesentation,
’ "~ v N

but concentrates on data pertinent to this particular finding. °Asjthe sample
. ’
size'is 18, a certain defiree of tentativeness must reside with the conclusions

. .
s 4 4 '
.

based on the;é findings.
0
Data .on the demographjc charactgristics available from original éppliga-

z

¥ «

tion forms of the directors are shgwn in, Table 23. for_fhe nihéﬂsuhéessﬁul and .

nine-unsuccessful directors. Thﬁse characteristics which appear to indicate’

the sharpest discriminaticu beyaeen the two groups are: special skills re-
/ -

ported, education level, sex of director, age of director, number of reading

courses completed, and membership in professional'6§ganizations.2 Taking the
specific direction of each of the differences into account, the following

roggp "model" of successful directors is derived. The successful local Right
to Read director cons%ders h;m oi_herseif a reading specialist, a program de-
veloper, and posslbly an administrator or guidance counselor; has a Masters'
degree; is a female; is between the nages of 41 and 50; has taken five or more

reading courses; is a member of three or more professional organizations; and

X . » S - X
is functioning in a non-classroom teaclier role. Those characterlst1c§ which

¥

. z
appear to make little or no difference in the performance success of directors

.

include the nature-of their present position in the school, years of experience,

-,

years in thie community, marital status, and the number of media courses.

As was suggested in the Interim Report;lthis model might be taken as a .
|

selection model for screening prospective candidates for local directorships,

if that 1ﬁxury of selectivity is available in future recruitment efforts.

3

lgee section I11.C. above for a full description of the methodology tor

this analysis. . -

. -

2
See Interim Report for tests of significance. .

.
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Table 23

Demographic Characteristics of Succussiul aud Unsuctessful

1

Kight to Read Directors (n=18)

‘

Present Position Successful - Unsuccessful
: Classroom Teacher 3 2 ) !
‘ - ) «lassroom
Reading Instructor 0 3 //T//b 3
A [P SPER ;___....___..___...._..._..._....../..4 --------- o v
Reading Diagnosticlan 1 //6 ) \
~ _/‘ - ) ‘
' Reading Specialist 1 1 K
. N )
. Reading Consultant 1 ' 0 ) ‘
. }y Non-Clawsroom
Principal . 0 1 ) )
)
Learning Center Director 2 l{ 3
: ' i )
Media Director 1 ' 1 )
‘ o) ‘! —
( .
\ Years Experience ' .
i () - '] 1 - 1
4 - B 2 1
W v
9 - 13 3 2 ,
14 - 18 M 1
19 - 25 1 )
over 25 0 2 .
- .
Sex \
» Male N 3
B b !
Female K \ N
S S e ——— - U, QRN SRR WV — —— — e -
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Tal.le 27 (Continusd:s

wedts Ar Commandty Suecessiul Unsuccessful

G- 1 3

L. A 1 1 ‘

G o~ 13 2 1

1o~ 18 0 0

19 - 25 3 0

over 0% © 2 4
Mugital Status

Single 3 1

Married 6 8 ..
e e N

36~ &0 3 ) ) . 1

e
&

'

(8% .
" b

aver 50 1 . ~

|

I

Bducation Tevel ~ |
' ’ ) . |

{;‘,\ . ) S ' 0 . . ' 3 ' I

|

|

4

|

MA ’ : . 9 : 6«

ERIC
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Table 23 (Continued).

Number of Reading Courses " Successful Unsuccessful
0 . 0 1
1 ' [ 1 0
2 0 0
‘3 0 2
4 @ 1. 0
. ‘s 3 4
6 or more g & 2
. !
Number of Media Courses
0 _ ~ 3 3
1 ) 3 3
\ 2 ‘ 0 0
¥ or more 3 3
K
: . AMémbershié'in'Profeséipnal Organizations
0 l ! .0 1
i 0 3
. »> ¢
-~ 2 0 0
3 4 3
* 4 or more 5 2

A
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Table 23 (Continued)

Unsuccessful

o~

Special Skills . Successful
Reading Specialist 5 1
Fine and Performing Arts , . 1 :« 0
Administration ' ’ 2 0
Test Administration 1 1
Guidance and Counseling 2 0
Program Development 3 1
College Teachiné 4L 0 <,/) ’ I
. Nursing 1 1
. Behavior Modific;tion 1- 0
None 1 3
. ‘ 4
>
e

x
o




3. lraining Program Analysis
The agendas of both the Phase 1 and Fhase 11 training sessions were content
-
analyzed and activities were classified into eight broad categories. A frequency
count of actdvities in each category and attendant percentages are presented in
_Table 24. FQg categbrles are described as follows‘
1.( Group dynamics, communications, interpexsonal relations, confl;ct
- management. s
2. Needs Assessment and Planning.
3, ‘frends in Right to Read programs, nationally, regionally .and 1oéa11y,
formal trainipg*in reading skills at various levels and a11 itemsn
4 dealing with reading as a content area. v
y -
4, Staffing arrangements and attltudes adjustment; orientation of staff
and how'to recruit staff at the/local level.
5. Field based activities - Advisory Councils, Community action programs,
etc,
6. Management and Organization of Right to Read ﬁiograms.
7. Assessment agd/é;aluatioq./
/ ~ -
8. Demonstration activities - practical experiences of other Right to
Read persons and projects shared in small group sessions.
Table 24
Frequency Counts and Percentages of Training Program -
Activities in Each of Eight Categories 7
/
Category Phase 1 Phase 11
s/ n percent n - arcent
Group dynamics 11 12,1 6 °11.5
Needs assessment 13 16.5 4 7.7
Reading training 20 22.0 18 34,6
"’—’n\\\nﬁggffing 1 L. 0 0
Field Based .
activities 15 16.5 6 11.5 .
Management . 8 9.9 5 9.6 .
Assessment ) 5.5 3 5.8
Demonstration 15 16,5 T10 19.2 -

Totals
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The c&mparison of the two phases for the required objectives on mean dis-
crepancy scores above indicated that ' Phase II proiects were more successful
than Phase I projects on Objective 1. The content of the training pfograms
was examined to ascertainrwhether or not the effect might be attributaole to
the differential Eoéi of the two training programs. The Field Based Activities
category was defined as including information aboﬁc advigory councils, but this .
category in Table 24 inhicates\Fhat more attention was given to Phase.l pro-

jects in this area. Thus, Phase Il's success with advisory councils is not

r‘ceésarily attributable to the amount.of time spent in training for that func-

.tione~ -—— T

- « S ’
On the other hand, Phase I is seen to give more attention than Phage II to
. 3

needs assessment and planning functions, and indeed, Figure 5 iééTcates‘thét

. . ‘ ‘
Phase 'I projects were the more successful in these twe areas (Objectives 2 and

3). Whereas management activities were given almost equal itress in the two
A}

training programs, the management objective(6) shows a difference in the Lwo

P
-

phases, with Phase I projects performing more succegsfully than those of Phase

“II. fhe overall conclusion, then, is that differences in the training programs

are not found to be related to differential success in the tield. This conclu-
sion must be interpreted tentatively, however, for there are those cases in

which a given project has more than one director, each trained in a separate

Phase. ~

&, staff Utilization of Time
13

Yollowing from the procedure detailed in the Methodology section of this

report, the percentag:s of time each state staff member spent in seven catego-

¢

~ PSS » . \ - - - = -«
ries of activities are presented in lable 25 alony with averaype fiyures for

the revional consultants alone, and for the rewional consultants combined with
*

*he Righ& to Read Director. (Lxtensive degcriptions of each cateyory ave pre-
sented in Appendir €.) { . .
:




¢ 2

- Table 25 £

Percentage of Time Utilized by State Staff Members in Seven bnﬁwdwnw Categories

- Consultants Entire Staff
OanmOH% Region 1 . Region 2 Region 3 Total Average vﬁﬂmonom‘ QOnWM __Average
a. Preparing and Training 10 10 4 24 g o Y M 6
b. Information Bissemination 20 20 45. 85 28.32 20 105 * 26.25
_c. mwwssﬁsm 20 10 10 40 13.33 in . 70 w 17.50
d. In-house Reporting 10 15 19 N..N. 14.67 40 84 | 21.00
e. Workshops 30 20 4% 54 18 0 54 13.50
f. Advisory Councils 5 20 8 33 11 5 38 9.50
g. Professional Growth ! 5 5 10 20 6.67 5 25 £.25
w These m»mﬁﬂmm were reported as 8% Hs.mmnmmOHw e and mnvwmnmnwmw split into 4% and pw since the description
Om.mnmwcwnwmm under e for this person included items from category a.

Y

L

‘e

O

IC-

E
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The greatest percentage of time, in both the regional consultants' average
and in the entire staff's avérage, is spent in information dissemination acti-
vities. While it ma§ be apprbériate for the state staff to allocate great ’
amounts of time to activities in this area initially in the program's operation,

\ﬁng}t might be expected that e%forts in this area be taken over by iocal projects
as they "get off the ground." But Objective &4, which deals with the establish-
ment ?f publicity networks was indicaﬁed in the preceeding presentation as
being o{'only moderate success, It was an area ranked very lo; by discrepancy

A scores in Region 3, and the Region 3 consultant is seen in this data as de-
voting some 45 percent of time to information dissemination. Whereas Regions
1 and 2 each devoted ,some 20 percent of time to this category, Objective 4 was
fairly and very successful respectively in those regions. Thus there may be
some degree of inversetrelétionship between the amount of time a staff member
spends on information dissemination and the ability of the local projects to

perform those functions. Of course, it may be the case that as-local projects

fail in their publicity efforts, the state staff member responsible for those

.

projects "picks up-the slack."

In examining the utilization of time by the Region 2 consultant, it is
seen that the category on which she stands oul from the oiher two is in advi-
sary council work., This findiﬁg fs further substantiated by d;ta on the num-
ber of site visits each consultant made (:2fites in their respective regions. .

~

As counted from staff's monthly reports over a nine month period (September, :
1974 to June, 1975), the numbers of visits reported by the Rexion 1, 2 and 3
consultants respectively wpre 31, 48 and 26, These visits primarily invelved
meetings with advisory coupcils or their members, and the RegiSn 2 consultant
ia seen to have made thef/most efforts in this ares. As has been indicated

geveral Uimes earlige{n this report, this area is ENg of especial success for

AN

8u
Q N
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Region 2,
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¢

suggested.

services delivered.

|
must be viewed as highly éBbqylative.
{
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llere a direct relationship of staff time and.field performance is

Not enough information eixsts, however, to suggest that this staff

C. Cost-Benefit Analysis

Ultimately, any. funded project must be judged in light of the ¢ost of the

a project which has not yet completed its activities.

’

the Right to Read Program Plan, 1975-76 prepared by the R2R staff and submitted

\

based on the cost of training a R2R director by the R2R staff and the comparable \\\“~
cost of training a director by outside coptractors,

ties subcontracted Lo train directers for, the 1976 Phase III training program.

!

[otal Proposed Budyet
fotal Lxpenditures
Total Carry-over

Cooperative Rescarch Act fran

to the Superintendent of the Illinois Office of Education.
Y .
which the figures were derived is shown in Appendix H.

[ 4

3/1/74 - 2/28/76

3/1/74 - 3/28/75

fotal Proposed Budget

(v
N

Less Lstimated Cost of tniversity
fraining Programs "Phase I1I esti ated
$61,000 x 3 plus $10,000 in state’
contributed services per each univer-
sity (530,000) N

(istimated)

Lost of training 90 K2R directors in
Phase I _and ] Prorrama by the otate
staftf /(7) 90/

tost uf trainine 142°12R directogs b/ the
three aiversities as ol 3/76 [(1):l42 7

3y

pilference

It is difficult <4t best to specify benefits and costs for
Therefore, this analysis

The figures shown below were taken from

The analyses below are

- that is the three universi-

:\ 3/1/75 - 2/28/76

+

member's efforts with advisory councils effected their predominance of success.
. y . - . e
It might also be that the successful performance of advisory counciis in this R

‘. ‘s M St e
region evoked a positive response of 'extensive contact by this consultant.

N
The" budget from

$349,000.00

B

113,112.00

235,888.00

214,776.00

450,664.00

210,000.00

240,666, 00

L,”*?U.u7 each

T, 674,04 each 1
|
|
|

$1,452.13 per director

, .
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On the basis of the estimated costs, it yas e%ficien% for the.;tate st#ff
to decide in June, 1975 to subcontract the 'training of additional R2R diygetors
to the three universities, one in each region. Approximately $1,500 per trainee
could be saved by the un(veréities'~training efforts. ’

The figures shown in the preceeding'analysis represent thdse specifically
allocated to training. uowevef,'ig‘should be remembered that the costs of

training must also include support staff, materials, office supplies and other

items. Because the final budget and impact] data are not yet available, the

I3

: ?st{mated costs shown below must be viewed as projections and not real costs.
Estimated Training Costs for Phase FL
’ (Taken from Proposed Total Budget, Ma??h 1, 1975 - ¥ebruary 28, 1976)
- . Y .
. Lxpenses for Support $ 75,000.60 -

/ :Consultant Services _ 9,500.0C '
Travel Fxpenses l 10,000,00 ,
Hateriais‘dnd Supplies | T

(50, of figure in'budget) - 43,737.00
25 of Professional Staff Time 29,754.00 '
25. Support stafi 1ime 13,338.00
fotal Lstimated Uost | §181,329.002 )
Cost Istimate based on 300 new directors » 604.43 each

Cost hstimated one actwdl toral number

55 + 142 = 197 920.45 each
(lhe assumption is that the R2ZR directors cur-
rently tunctioning will be served by the yd 4
. universities) / N

{ast estimated on number trained in Phase i1}
ot 167 1,.079.97 -
et —_— »
. Lyt should be noted that all o the above predictions and estimates gre
. incomplete for o cost=benelit equatdt can only be fully implemented when there
is fome measure of benetit, In the case ot RIR this™Senetit nust be weasures
at the increase in literacy wpwne clients of RIR proprass.

A ]
“A%tnal prants to each ot the three vmversities averaved about 60,000
/ . f . . £ .
cach tor 4 1 week tralniuy period for o0 dicectors and o foflow-vp weosion
< ot L dads cach, ¢ .

ERIC
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" the coct-benefit of the R2R program rests on filling in the missing piece of

: -83-

¥ »

Hindsight is always more accurate than foresight particularly when monies
: &

arz involved., Historically, professidnal {raining programs and especially inr-

servige training programs have been expensi&e projects for professional sala-
-~

-
s

ries must be paid to the trainers and the cost of qypporting the trainees is

-

on the increase. But one wonders what would have happened at the local level

if the difference in cost between the training by the'state staff and the
\ R
training provided by the universities had been allocated to the local R2R pro-
' 4

ject for support of activities during the first year of operation. Ultimately,

»

the cquagion. How many persons became literate or more literate as a result

of the activities of R2R projects at the local level? Atﬁempts must be made

to collect this information in some systematic way. FPerhaps ‘the R2R Program

could ask for assistance from the Research Division of the Illinois Office of

Lducation currently conducting a state-wide 3ssessment pnbgram. In addition,
, !

local directors should be epcouraged to collect literacy impact information

1

as part of their ongoing activities. C

f//;. Summary of Major Findings

e sunmarize the major findings of the report, when projects are viewed

-

2
< A\

on a statewlide basis, it is found that the overall mean discrepancy> score for

. - )

all objectives is 1,05, indicating that, on the average, there was almost half

~ .

- A - . ot
successiul attainment ot activities in the objectives. The relative strong

£l 3 z L’ i i ‘J~
Areas ol pprtdémanCU in the state are: advisory council establishment, coordi-

nation ot dav-to-day activities of projects, the operation'of adult basic
N v .

reading prosrams, iﬁc“the Jriting of funding proposals. The attrition rate for

pcoject directors of 27 prreent over a two year period fram the first training

cont.act appears quite good for a program with no material contrels or rewards

-

. I
i a ruhst: > : : 3
of a suhstantive QJ!HEL, futthermore, of those directors who remain opera-

A\

\\\

9
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tional, evidence of commitment by jhe school district was found to be much

strﬂhger than for those who are no longer operational. The major elements of
- . v / B
. [4
special strength are Planning, Formal Training, and Staffing activities. From
. ¥ * i
the individuals and institutioJ&sreported involved in local Right to Read ac-

tivities, it was seen that volunteers and teachers Aere the most involved,

averaging more than 21 and 19 individuals per project, respectlvely, in Lhose
|-
two categories, and tngg elementary, pre-school, juniow high, and sehioyr high

»  schools were the greatest areas of instf@utional involvement.
- t* [ ]

A comparison of the regions indicated that Region 2 was .the nost success-

Y

. . ) )
ful overall, and that Region 3 wag tnetleast’successful. Region 1 was. almost

as suCEessf 1 in mean discrepancy scores as Region 2. In terms'of gpecific
objectives, {rom among those'requiredf Region 2 was seen to'have special suc-
cess in sdvisory mounéil and task force work in comparison with téé othe;
regions, Re519&§ 1 and 2 had almost equal success 1n comparison with Region

3 in their performance in needs and resources assessment establishing pule

* *
city networks, and in coordlnatlnb day~-to- day responsibilities. From among

the optional obdoutlveg, those concernlng adult basic reading programéﬁand -
- writirg funding proposals were common strengths in each region. But Regions «

4 - .-

1 and 2 showed more success in operating-volunteer programs in-school than

’\ -

did Repion 3, and Reglon 3 showed spec1al success in operating special literacy
activities in the dircctors' own-classrooms, . The regional comparison across :

the major elements highlighted Region 1 as relatively'succcs@[ul in 'ormal

. . ' [
Traipning, and to a lesser extent in Lvaluation and Assessmefit; Region 2 had
*
relative success in Staffing activities, g .
fhe two training propram phases were seen {o be* remarkably similar in
3
rheir attainment ¢ iwdicated by diserepancy, scopes, Thouph thig similarity
also holds for compadisons of the two phases on most specific objectives,
. {
Phase 11 projects do sthou a slightly hivher depree ot swc% in advisonry

'

. ) /

Q . .
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utilization of time, the fourth factor investigated, also showed an incon-

clusive relationship to project success, although there was sowe possibility

-85

council activitigs. The same type ol similarity of results obtained for a -
A

WS 4
compATison across the elements, with the slight exceptions being that Phase’
1I projects showed more success in Staffing activities, and FPhase I projects \“;w/’
showed more success in Evaluation and Assessaﬁng activities,

Four ,factors were investigated in an attempt to ascertain their relation
N
to the success of projects, The first, SES, was—found to be positively corng:\

lated with s;ccess aé the .01 significance level (r =+ 0.31), As Regilon 3
had an abundance of projects located in low SES communities, their relative
lack of successful performance might well ge attributed to this factor. For
the second, characté%istics of local project directors, the set of character-
istics thought to‘be’most closely associated with success of projects was;‘
they considered themselves reading specialists, had Hastérs; degrees, were

female, werq¢§§fﬁeen the ag?s of 41 and 50, had taken five or more reading

-
.

courses, were members of three or more professional organizations, and were
functioning in non-classroom teacher roles. The third factor, the content of
) §
. K b3
the training programs, was fonnd to be unrelated in any systematic way to the

»

success of projects by having their dirdctors trained differentially. Staff
v

of relacionships sugudsted hetween the staff information dissemination acti-

-

) _ . .
vitics and projects' establishment of publicity networks (inverse.relation-

ship),_and betweer staff advisory touncil work and local proiject advisory

4 -

council successes (direct relationship).

7y

The analysis »f the conts involved in training project directors, in a

/
i

auch accuracy as the estimates allowed, indicated quite clearly that the

sggggg(rxutinv of tiiinine tunctiong to umversities fs more vost=ct{iciont

bazed on o« per director <€\'ninu tivure,
F \\\
y
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. {
:




N

2

1

V., Limitations of the Study, Implications and Recommendations

A. Limitations and Suggestions for Improvement
N \ ‘ ‘. S t

In a program so broad in purpose and diverse in operation as R2R in Illinois,

it is in one sense difficult and even frustrating to limit the scope of the eval-
vation because of the nume¥ous directions possible. By being compelled to decide

among alternative procedures and establish priorities, one is muved to recognize,

> N
think about, and ocall attention to certain parameters, constraints and limita-

L

tions that apply to an operation such as this evaluation. There were parameters

3

of the evaluation project as defined by the contractual agreement under which it

-

took place. These parameters set certain boundaries for what could be done.

*

fhere were more specific constraints; i.e., the amount of time and money alluvcated
to the project. And there were additional limitations which especjally reared

their ugly heads when, at some later stage, hindsight signalled that an alterna-
A 7 *

tive procedure would have been more effective beginning at some earlier stage.

. /
vrappling with such limitations and their att:ndant frustrations is also,

however, an impetus for improbemeng. Within this context, the folloving sug-
“\ sestions are made for the continued use of Ehis evaluation system and its im-
provement in the tuture.
1, Levels of signiticance
Recause the Discrepaney ivaluatioa Model is descriptive in its originz and

because the purposes of the evaluation specified the need for descriptive in-

x
. »

formation, it was not orizinally eavisioned that tests of significance would be

ot value {n comparine means of discrepancy scores between projects or groups
ol protects,  shrs coastitutes an svitial limitation. Though constraints ot

+

aoney and tite 1 have oricinally diccated against the inclusion ot such pro-

coedures (and tarare ottorts in this reyird may prove somewhal costly), it is
\

t“xnyyu&tud that tents ot stvnificance amony discrepancy scores will provide a

»

¥
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useful method of settine standards tor determining the extout to Vhich dif-
ferences in discrepancy sSCores are Jttribntdbu’\Jr'noc ty chance, in pro-

viding such a standard, tests of sdipnificance would lfr:k»xsuful addition to

N ) ) ) \,, ] R
thu computer monitoring sysiom for future Interpretation of project datu
analyses, o’ ' ~<\

2. the Nature of the Problem

”

A ngond limitation of the evaluatien was the faltial ladk of cdarity of

¥ )

the intended products, In other words, .at the beginning of,operatiaﬁs. the
L Y

-

“problem'" was wvery gefieral, and in a senfe was yet to be trulv formulated,
This again was.a characteristic of the given situation. Up to the time of
this evaluation, very’ little formal evaluation had been carried out on. the

L ) ‘ . ~
project tile data, ¢This necessitated au initial inventorv and description
R - .
ot the exigtipg iﬁfnrmation. tnce Jnalyzcd‘by,thg monitqring system whicl
’ * X *

was Jeveloped, khe information svmmary proved to be highly.uspful for achievinﬁ
stated goals, fthese statements are nof intended to downﬁradu‘thv preseant uéil-
fty of that information, but to sugpeat that a secand‘stage~éf evaluation is
now made feasible by the orpanization of this infqrmatibn. the initial limi-

tation has been overcome because the "indeterminant 31tu¢thnf’has been ob-

- »
served and classiffed. A signiffcant consequerce »f this is that unimportant
{nformation in terms of project outcomes can be scc aside, and the important

aspects can be focussed upon. . In other words, the " roblem" {of prohlems) can
P ’ p p

now be formulated, anq it is suggested that the findiags of this report be

utilized to provide more concrete direction for more specific “uvthre analypgs.

e following example is intepded to clarify this suggestion.  "n the fiwdings

»

f . ’
concerniny discrepancy scores, the. thase 1 and 1) training programs, though

Jifferent in content aud structure, appeared to lrave little differential impact
\ !
upon field activities ie gerneral, Che statas of local, projects uppearvd more

o t




activities? .. \ L. g
L] D , ’ ” ' N \ -
. * A
.+ "~ .2. Do those projgcts which are .visited more frequentiy exhibit ‘
P a higher degree of succé&ss thap those which are not?
f . - = A N - )
¢ 3. Can one observe how state staff activity bears upon the
) : Success of the local projects? . 1 .
\. . \ . ’ SN "
.. 4. Doek the. ability of the local’director to staff the project
. andiselect participants constif"te a crycial factor in\\ .
r t ? o "
‘ ‘ project success? . . . ~ .
L] * ; . \'\ ' .
5. Is there a critical mass (e.g., &4 or more)'of personnel active in
' a progect which can-be identified as-a ‘success variable? s

ERIC
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C. ?

&

. \e

[ " ’ 5

.. n .y .
related\to "advisofy coungAl" activities which may -essentially constitute sifle
* ‘ . . ' - .

¢

‘visits by. stake s¢aff or follow-up training in the field, -or the effectiveness.

- > . » . ’ o
- .

of the director. in implemeﬁting the stagfing activities.” The problems raised

. - 4 ’

by these preliminary findings'might be° . . . . -
~ & o i

’ ~What is .the relationship between traiming and field based

/ (3 . * "--

Controls could be established or selections made of appropriate proJects to ob-

!
g . -

serve, and the 1mpact of training in’''the presence and absence,of field,visits

\ * AY
4

and staff follow-up could be assessed. “Because findingsg from this analys}s

. s! ! o - . . a" .
could possibly facilitate the future’success of an increased number of projects,
this problem may be worthy of study \

i ot

Analysrs of this sort could be accomplished. Findings are available.

kp'l
They were not forthcoming for this | repcrt 81nce they were outside the para-

[

' ’ -‘

meters qof agreement and»were constrained essentially ‘by time. They are’ sug-

. ¢ » I -~
gested as a useful second stage of avaluation of greater depth than was ini-
- -/‘! " . — * '

tially possible. _ . ) . .

PR . .
-

These limitations and suggestions for improvefment are general by inten-,
< | . b
tion and, if accepted and cartied out,\ will lej;/to more specific useful action

7 v s ' ‘
in the ppinion of the R & D staff. '.These are offered with confidence that the

N « ’
“ -

~ . A .
hard work and desire for improvement shown.by the R2R'state staff will insure
) . i ) -, %

= . / .
their consideratiorr in future efforts.. $

9); | . "’ . v
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B. 'Implications and Recommendations
4 »

The preceedfng section’ontlined the framework in which the findings sum-

marized earlier must be viéwed. Within ‘the Limitations specified, the findings

o imply alternative courses of action. “The evalpation team would be remiss if

»

the recommendations derived. from these f1ndings and those presented in the

Interim Report were not Speclfied. . The recoumendations are organlzed in terms

13

of those which apply at the.policy level, at the proJect level, at the state

.stafg 1eve1, .atethe research 1eve1 and at the 1mpressionist1c 1eve1 Each of

» >

gthe recommendations is preceded by the finding which generated the suggested

. N

. * ¢ Ycourse of action.

»
¢ ' *
» ‘ . . ¢ 7
* r

1. Recommendations which re1ated to the folicy Leve1 (Policy is here défined

as those issues whlch are dea1t with in federal and state R2R $tatements. )

! N

a,\Flnding.' The socioeconomic status of the client populatio is a ’
significant variable in predict1ng the success of ‘a- R2R pq?;ect T
in a community. . ~ ’
. £ N \ . . .
¢ Implication' The R2R program is not Serving the most needy group ~
in terms of clients from low soc¢iloeconomic batkgrounds

» . Recommendation: The state staff should find and analyze sdccessfull

staff and program models operating in areas with a large number of
’,// - \ -

low socioeconomic status clients and attempts should be made to rep-

]
A

“licate these successful models.
b. Finding: Few projects have any data on,achlevement or fficrease in

literacy. Further, these Aata are not available on a national or

a state-wide basis. Local projects tend to be weak -on evaluation K

Q
designs and discrepangy’ scores in the ‘evaluation. and assessment
area Support ‘this factor in state and regional analyses,
>

’ Implication: There appears to be a low 1eve1 of accountability
in the R2R program at all levels. e

I

+ : Recommendarion' It is 1mpPrtant that piowisions be made for .the

state to c011ect achievement and literacy data. Part of the re-

/YA © quired training for local directors should be teaching local R2R di-
fi ‘

- rectors to evaluate.and where gfpropriate, to tie 11teracy programs to

¥

Q . . . - . ,
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- school .achievement scores for acc*untabiiity and program.credi- ‘

bility." The stgtefstaff should encourage the fgderal RZR agency
. "to incorporate ‘these measures into the guidelines fo. funding.
The state R2R staff should monitor, evaluate ang be accpuntaﬁle ot

. .
V. obo

. for the R2R litewacy effort at ghe'state level. .
: - . 3

¢. Finding: There ‘are few data on what happens-to. R2R projects v ¢
* ' without staff 4nd funds. Letters from thé district administra- .
o . tion supporting R2R programs appear more dften in the files of
. . successful directoks than they do in files of unsuccessful’
directors. E T S Ty ,
ot . e g o .
> Implication: -Some school districts or other agencies are not
o i )ﬁully‘supporting the532R-p;9grgm, nor may they be absorbing
- programs- into the curriculum after:the initial training by
. the 'state. : o I T

D . ‘,. ’ .. s;, .

”

Recommendation: ‘It is importaﬁt that provisions be made for the

»

» c o . .
state tou collect program survival data and ‘include incentives for
i districts to 1egftim€§é prgqrams;Lnd incorporate those proved ‘suc-

+ -

~ v

. . S . :
ceéssful into ongoing supporﬁﬁd acgiyities. If there are suffi- .
. . ’ . H e ot

Y
-~ ]

‘ - g ot Ho .
Téignt applicants to afford* the luxury of selectivity, persons .

. - . should be chosen whose districts’evidence support .for the program

in visible ways, e.g., fiscal contributions, materials,  space,

and ancillary staff. . o . b
. T g « 2 -t ~

o . d. Finding: Some groups of R2R projects (Region 2 and Phase: II) have

more success with Advisory Councils th other areag, and these

are an essential part of the national R2R effort as well as the

o _general thrust in education in the U,S. today (1.q%, co unity

) connections with schools). This success is shown‘ﬁé\bemﬁéiated .

- to the time utilization-of the state consultant in the area . ’

which was successfulj that is, she spent much time in Advisory

‘ Council contacts ddrectly. - S . .

’ . . R X
"‘\\‘ Implication:. This factor can be "programped".for,by f3cusing’
* state staff energies in that area. e .

Recommendation: ‘The state R2R staff should redirect their priori-
' v u 4
. ties and spend more time and attention on field visits and work
. - - \" M . A
with community agencies and Advisory Councils.

. . .
| M
* - Ay
. . o -~

-
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2. At the 1oca1iprbject.1eve1 - ' ,

. »

-

a

¥

- R \
3. At _the State Staff Level (Implementation)

w

N

L]
. . . 4

g -
. . . .
. .

-
Hid /
.

J .. — Vi
Finding:- Successful projects, when compared to unsugcessful pr0J2C98a
are found to-have the following distinguishing characteristics among

their directors: they ‘consider ,themselves as having skills as reading
specialists, program developers, and possibly adginistrators'and guid-
ance counsélors; have Masters' degrees; are female; are between. the

ages of 41 and 50; have taken five or more reading courses; andrare -,

:members of thrée or more professional organizations. /
. > e ’ . - *

Implication:’ TIf project directors are able to be selected on the basis
of some of the criteria above; the probability of greater succeds in

performance of projects will be increased. Also, mpcﬁ time, effort and
funds may be being used less efficiently than could bhe, as they are not

s

dirécted at those local directotrs who show much promise of success.
- ' ~ * s »

< <

14 .
~ S
* s

Recommendation: 'The state should develop a selection mode{ for scfeening

.prospective czndidates for local directorships which incorporates the

. .
.

) - . AN .
abd@e criferia, if that luxury of selectivity is available, in future
. - . R 4
v o ) ®

‘recruitment effortg. o . v// . ‘e

M .
¥ . “ . » , o~

Fid&ings:‘a. State staff spend much time on internal activities
: , especially in the category of information dissemigatibn,
\ . ¢ N . . °
b. State staff -did well crn planning. . T,
* c. State staff was viewed as® enthusiastic and motivate';d~
. by Right to Read directors: . .
. v J * .
" d. Based on observation ahd interviews with state staff, -
. . _ the 5 members of the R & D staff jointly concluded :
¥ that the state staff performed a wide variety'.of func=

tions, A .
A \

“ { .
e. Lécai,projecés were visited only 1 per year on the aver e,.
except for those in Region 2, and these data are suppor d
.by the finding regarding the percent of time spent with
'hdyisory Councils in Region 2. _ e -

f. Cost-benefit analysis outlined in 'this report suggests
. that outside contractors (universities) may be able to
train local- directors for less money per trainee, No
data are available-on impact on clients' literacy . .
levelsj‘consequently the analyses ‘are incomplete, K « '

»

~
[

Implication: The stdte R2R staff should turn training over to training
) agencies with prestige and follow up services such as_
Universities. This was done for Phase III Training
Programs, &

i ,3} .. o= MO o} O . ) K N <
o : LUY . .
. Lo . A
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. SQPport Teams. The State R2R.staff shou}d fyncyion” as an .
. . . ) ] o/

a

*

- .

Dy . -

ht, the Research Levél- , .

Finding: For the R2R eyaluatibn,'éertain‘givens dictated/the procedures
o~ and teéhniques employed. A model of evaluatloef was chosen (the
-~ DEM) for analysis whose applicatioq historically ‘and methodogi-

‘ cally has been related to descripbive statisfics. It suited the
extremely diverse and-geperal nature of ,the/problem of this eval—
uation, bit cons quently was not Applied gpecific roblems or
to’ in—depth analysis of particular topic
tivé products must meet specificatipns df stated purposes. -

‘. - ¢ * ’ ’ . ]

statement initially, ‘less diversitya and a clearer ini- -
q . tial understanding of“the iﬁportaht aspects of‘xhe.eval—
- ' /" vation wohli have facilita:Zd a more ri#orous e;aluative‘
;approach The ;recedures and techniques applied here

. c
¢ and the conclusion reached in this first e'aluation

A

. : . are the sour&es for formulating the more, specific pro-

> '45 .
blems.- s ‘ ' .

. . * ' -
’ L . e -

"A desdriptivelmode; of evaluation which seeks.to encomnpass
. ’ T Y N v )
a broad and diverse set of purpgses has an advantage of

.- ) wide applfcability. The prqcedureg and methods utilized~
. s ~ P . .

, .

in this evaluation.are generalizable to cther' such’ evalua-
. Y s ’ *

tion projects. Ce

3 N
. . Y .
.

.

or levels.” The eyalua-

———

) 1 . ’ ' . ’ "
" Implication: ) Improvemdqts in the instrument, the computer program and
X . the report ng process are possible.’ ’ L -
Recommendation: Standards and criteria for determihg differences . N
. between groups woulé*ﬁ’liacilitated .by the calcula- ' / :
‘0 . - . 1“
* -tion of szgnificance levels. A _more focussed problem : w/"" )
» { . ' \ g ¢ 4

X
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5, At the Impressionistic Level } °~ . - .

' " The evaluation team spént countless hours with thepstate staff, other IOE .

4

»

_staff members ta1k1ng to R2R-directors and pourlng over projeét and state

. »

o
.

‘files. As a result of this almost ‘total 1mmersion 1n the R2R Program, certain

. - . "

1mpress1ons were developed and drscussed by the R & D staff. These impresslohs
M .

- have been pooled *and culled and ‘are offered fpr cons1deratlon by those who -7,

- B A 3 .

will make decisions concerning the ' future direction of R2R in the state of.

»

.
5

. I1linois.. — 7 7 w e

IR a .. .
‘ 4 . . ’ o -
d v

a. THe SLructure and Contentsof the Program and the Role of the )
- StatesR2R Staff. _I- : ‘ )

£

M -

_— . . .
N . Early in the*anestigatlon the'evaluation teaim was .aware of a 1ack of .

0 « b

structure and spec1f1c focus in the efforts of’the federal, sta'te and local #

4 , ,
o RZB activities, This 1ack of focus is.an artifact of the comtent of the

v B - hd ’

. program at the federal 1eve1 for the guidelines spoke in: general teris of
- . \ . e -3 - \

—enhancing literacy through a’variety of éommunity volunteer programs. ﬂowever}
\\.—// . \ i' "\ .
the agency-in the state which admlnistered the program T with a ha1f-m11110n

. . R

’ dollar budget was *he Illinols Office of Education. It was natural that mosti

-, ¢ . o

. of the RZR d1rectors wo d be school personnel rather than communlty agency
Lo »
. types ) The 1ack of clear gu1derrnes on the federal 1eve1 gave the state depart-

“ment and the 1oca1 level the flexibility to_ structure their own programs to

meet-the1r unlque needs,,but it took some time to discover what these ‘needs were

. and what the reservolr of ta1ent could offer to meet the_ needs. This lack of

, \ ¢ *

v \." ’- L]

definition of goal, task and«product cauged the state R2R staff to'be somewhat

’ .\ . ‘ - ¢

. removed from the .ongoing activities of the unit in the state department to wh1ch
. ¢ . .
they were attached. * The' size.of the grant and the seemingly 11m1t1ess funds
L4

- 02

devoted exclusively to Right to Read actjvitlies created some .tension’ between the

réd
a 4 . R

R2R state staff and the rest of the departmenc, Hopefully: the thrust of R2R at,

.

o \ P . ' . ’
the federal level and the new state organizationad structure should reduce some

\) X s . . - . : »
[ERJ!:‘ of this ambiguity. and tension. " 10N , -
+ TN , < Vs . .
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b. ‘The Functions of the RIR State Staff . . ¢

. W
’ < 4 ¢

L
' v

. . - ¢ v N -
The structural looseness mentioned earlier andfthe lack ,of program focus
e - .

.seemed to have the effect of diffosing the funetions of the state R2R stéff.
' ’

/ \- » . (\\ . . s ’

.For example,~in the Jarea of reading skill in-semv ,e‘training, they were dupli-

P - R [ - .

catlyé efforts of the reading consultants in, the d1vis1on, "and- qlth the ng’v
t 3 0

departmental structure (1n1t1ated in January, 1976) mlght delicate the’ efforts

~

of the redding consultants on the reglonal technical support teams. In other

- . * . ~
v e

areas the state R2R staff members were ca11ed uporl’ to proyide a variety of ser-

Vices which ultimately’overbufdened the staff, ‘such as the offer;ng of york-

w

shops on the Volunteers of America Literacy Training programs. The time spent

on information dissemination which could be handled by clerical level staff in

t .

the department condumed staff energies, This staff time might more appropriately

v
v
’

> ) N . o,
.have been spent on co-ordinating the literacy impact of R2ZR programs with the
. ' ] . " .. \
state-wiue .literacy assess#ent effort being conducted by another department .

in the .Illinois Office of Education. It is the recommendation that the R2R

staff be incorporated-into the new IOE structure more fully to avoid dupli- -

cation of services and to maximize the efforts of the R2R staff.

- . -
v . . , 3 o. - . :
¢ - ' . ‘
c. The Content of the Program at the State Leyel ' !

-, .
.« -
-

It is the team'§ impression that more effective use of the state RZR
. N L. a 7

staff could be accomplfshed if their efforts were focused in those areas of

kS
v

proven expertisef For example, the regional mini-workshops.conducted by the

|

staff were considered beneficial by participants as were ,the materials pre-
¢ \ 2 S » . ~
pared by the staff for state-wide usage. In additibn to serving as an articu-
» . . - . Q -

’. -

lation,, co-ordinatien and monitoring agent, the efforts of the state R2R 'staff

’ » " . ’ | - .
should be directed to field-based in-service activities and specific curricular

”

or product development. . .

Y

- A

1
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d. ‘The Reward Structure _
< . *
As mentioned earldier, a systematic set of rewards or incentives needs to

PO \ 1

be built into 'the operaLion of the program at the local directors' level., In

¥
¢ » "™

order to do Lhis,,the directors needto know what they are'doing and how well.

The monitoring instrument specifies required activtties and hopefully the feed-

N - “ A s -

Jback provided by bhe evaluation system will provide the psychic and professional

4

-~

0 -~ .

rewards related to the accomplishment of activities and obJectives.‘ Recognition

v Rl IS

for these accomplishnen}s shoyld be built into the state program. Similarly at

the ‘statg level, the lack of visibility of the state R2R staff within the or-

- ’

ganization represented a minimal rewatd strueture,. Attention, whether positive

* ) !

or critical needs to be givgn the program and the state R2R staff by superiors
K \

and colleagues within the Illinois Office of Education. Formal as well as-in-

”.

formal feedback regarding the functioning of the state R2R staff should be built

into the relationships between the state R2R xtaff ahd other -elements of the
1 4

| - +

state agency. ‘ oo
. 4" . N . } P
e. Suggestions for Issues ‘to be Discussed by the Illino{s Office of
. Education ®

4
rhe team had the feeling_ that.although many persons in the state agency

and the state R2R s.aff were aware of the areas of concern shown below, and

although some consideration had been given the areas, ro resolutions dr,po-

licies were reached, Further discussions are recommended with the hope that
. - ~ . * 4

specific positions agreeable to all will be presented and followed: )

L}

1) llow gan the R2R program be[tied into, the stdate school literac%
assessment program currently being conducted by the Research Division of

.
M \

the Office of Educavion? Could measures of self-concept and achievement ‘
- od . . ) -

‘be obtained'for schools in which the R2R projects are operational and in’

-

some way compared with schools which do not have:R2R programs?




’

. h Ld . » Al

2) Can a structured observation schedule ée devised by the state' ° '
+ R2R staff and others which will allow for systematic.observations of suc—' . )

. r ' :
' cessﬁul programsa so, the informgtion may be coded, andlyzed and dissemi; St

e
¢ » . .

nated state-wide and nationallyf R ' ER .’

b 3) Some projections must be made by the-state staff in conjunction .
: « . . t,

with outside experts and other members of the Illinois Office of Education

-, s - ‘

. concerning what the. money expended on training local R2R directors might

_—- - x

~ : v - .
,hawe bought if given to the looal‘district, or used in someiother way? , In X f

N

3 " other words, what other alternatives’to reach 90% literacy by 1980 ig'the
- \\state,of Illinois were/are available? Which alternatives represent the best.

- J
N . . . 3

+ investment ‘for the state? ’ - .
* * LY v " >
. 4) A fitm commitment to continued monitoring of programs and evalua- _ )

' tions by both internal and,external investigators should he made. A
4 ' . . 7 s P . 7’ LIS
t - Finally, r;he evaluation team wishes tz\ e&ress its gratitlide to all those i
1

N

A in the Illinois Office okJEducation who assisted in the Right to Read evalua- .

. )
A -

tion project. Where data were available, the team had open adcess, and where |

T~ ;data wére, not available.attempts'were made tg provide the team with what "in-

formation was retrievable. The team invites the Illinois Office of Education

- . LAY

} personnel the state R2R staff, local proJcct directors and concerned c1tizen3 .

to‘comment on this report.

¥ ¢ |
. B |
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. ‘.m . , s . . —— :
- : Roosevelt University . o ) B /.
College of Education T
Research and Devélopment Center’
- - * | q ’ ‘ . . N ~
. * I o -
o T 1 Interim Report to the State oE Illinois Right to Read
. Staff on Selected Aspects of the Program . .
° \ // i - . N . " ' .
§ h/ IR N
T . Prepared by Henrietta Schwartz, Director, )
Research' and Development Center
. LI ' .
. < e - . ¢
L. DPurposes .
' . This interim report has two purposesI-Thé& are: (- 4 .

< .

(\A \ To present information concerning the selection of local prOJect

. -

. o directors based oj an analysis of data concerning current Right to

. Read project directors. e ) 1

v N ' o . . N

» B, To present information ccncerning participants responses to the
. ~ . \ : _ :
S previous training programs :sponsored by the state agency.
f B} . o <. o .
1t is important that these findings be interpreted as tentative for they repre-
L4 -

sent approximately*six weeks of, data ‘collection and analysis and an incomplete in-

vestigation of the proJect flbes. The Roosevelt Uniersity Evaluation Team began
- its work officially on beptevbér 15th, 1975. mo date, we have completed the modi-

{ .fications requested in the research design, examined“and coded the materigl.in ap-l

9
¢ oroximately one half of the-local progect files, conducted a telephone survey with

!
>

a stratified\sample‘%f local proJect d1rectors, deS1gned an instrument to monitor
. new oroﬁects and we are at work'on\a c?mpqter program for the analysis of the data
from the\aforementioned instrdment.h Special efforts:were made to examine thbse

materials in the- files which,wouid be useful in planning ‘the new series of training
<y L ) )

~activities. This ‘paper presents the kreliminary resylts of Mhpse ‘analyses. In ad-
5 e

dition, the hew‘evaluation process §o e instituted .by the state and the monitofing

instrument are to be presented by Mr., Dgnald Cichon and Mr. George Qlson, members of

« .

the Roosevelt Evaluation Team. _ . S / )

.
. ' v o

o oo .




1I. Wariables Related to a Selectidn.Mbde} for Local ‘Project Directors and Participarfts .

g . . . — . .
This section of the report will present the analysis of demographic variables . :.
characteristic of local Right to Refd directors- and participantS\ The information was- ._3
. . . - N 1 ’ N

o ) -

. / ' .
r,taken from thé Applicattpn Blanks filled out b& each.prospective and actual partici- | »
! ; e

l

., pant in the tra1n1ng programs (V=81) In ad@ntlon a stparate analxs1s was made of the

[3 o LI

three "most successﬁuI" d1rectors, and the three ﬁ%east successful" directors in each\
. - S L e s ¥ + \ ‘t‘. -

N ~ -

reglon. Each of the Educatron Spec1a11sts on the smate staff*selected the three “Ymost

N b5 T - - - 7 -

V successEul” and the’ three "1east successful" directors from her %eglon( Thefpotai . ¥
- v “
oty 3 ? ,

, number 1n this-subgcoup was 18, 9 in the "success‘ul" categor;\and 9 in the "1east

Kl " s e »

’

-

successfuh" category. Additionally, the.Applicntion and Personnel Interview Rating

A ) N ‘ Cos
Forms psed by the state staff to evaluate fhese 18 candidates were examined and '
~ . N - H

.

. analyaed to determmne the predlctlve accuracy of the instrument. Two of the Qimi-
\ \ ooy N 4 N .
tatlons of the analysls are “that we are wonking with a self-report form in td

“1h ki

.
o

Applltation Blank and,,ln terms of performance in the fleld with Lhree expert but-

v . "" [y

) subjective juﬂgments of “sufcess" versus‘ non/success '. . Given these Limitations Lt

+

o

VAR
we turn to the proflle of the 81 Right to Read partic1pants throughout the state.
(A partlcrpant is deflned as an nnd1v1dual whoxpart1c1pated in one of the two .
' ’ -\ . A} 3

' tra1n1ng proé%ams and has or is working on a 1oca1 Right to Read proJect.. 52 of .

. [ "“ N R s . N _/
tht group are proJGct d1rector9~at this' time. ) . C - “h__—___,,—«”“

i

CAs Proﬁ;le of State nght to Read Part1

Table I presents_an—aaﬁ%y is of the 12 character1st1cs considered.
. ) \ , . y .
Presdnt Positlon:‘Tpe 1argest single group of nghb\to Read participants are’ ‘ R

elementary school classroom teachers representing 28.47 oE\the total group. Glass-
’ . N - . ~

room teachers at all levels conmrise_AZ% of the total. The,.second largest group,

. . .
v ' - r

wi Right to Read participants are nop classroom reading specialists, ' This classi-
) ! . ol

\ " v

\ . - ry - -
fication is derived from combining such categories as reading diagndstician, ] .
l coordinator specialist, consultant, learning center personnel and ‘principal, They s

‘ e R
constitute 22,2% of the group. The third largest group (18.57) are reading instruc;

- pors. Generally speaking these persons are not confined to a single classroom or

®

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC .




. . , # ) .. . ) _.100- . . *
‘ / ) ' L4 ’ - . »
a single group of studepts even though they. teach nothing but'reading. In checking >
. . e i ‘. v | : -
the project folders of several of these individuals, typically they set their own .
1 . -

-

roe schedules and several of them function in quasi~-administrative‘roles.-

. H -

Years of Experience: The largest single group, of Right to Kead paftiCipants m’h“

- .

has three years or less experience a teachers with 21 of the 44 having that experi-
. ence at the elementary level _Over half 54 3%, of the>Right to Read participants . !

YR ,
R avetthreé years or less experience in classrooms. The second largest group of

icipants has "between.4 and 8 years of experience evenly distributed among

. Y .

i , ‘éiémen£h£} and high ‘school teaching (13 each) with 1 at the-college)level and 2 in .
7’ ’ ‘lother educational facilities. éhis}second group accounts for+427% of the Right to-
e Read‘o;cticipants. Only 5 or 6. ZA have 19 to 25 years of experience and ‘only 2 ‘ (
p . ! N
. :F; . "have over 25\years of experience. It is interesting to note that most, 8 of 9 of

4 = e

the "successful" Right to Read project directors, have more than three years of ./~

[
: experience of a varied sort and ‘6 of the 9 have between ten and twenty years,of:

‘{ . { . B} < . | ,

] ° Y - ° * ~

. experience. In the*group’ with over 20, years of experience is found &4 of the 9"least
. N : ‘ Ve

;
L .- ! ,

- L '.‘ * * N . . . . .. N .
A successful directors".‘ The close re.a.ionship of experiencé ir téaching and age

«
» v 0 . . e

must be kept in mind when interpretin~ these data, . .

s o L r

) Years of Experience in Lhe Community' The distributioh of Right to Read parti-
S . ]

- -

c{pgnts in the various categories is relatively even with the exception of the 14 to

18 year classification. -The largest single category is that of 4-8 years accounting
. - o L ¢ : v .
for 26.7% of the group. ‘. . - . L. s .

" -
’ e . . ‘ . . . “

- . - . 4
Sex. and Marital Status: Right to Read participants are oyernhelmingly female

- . Id

Py
. and married. 76.5% of the group i female. Given ‘the population from which Right

Y Lo Read directors and partiCipants are recruited elementary and high school teachers, k *

.

the overrepresentation of f”malQ is understandable. 74.1% of the total group is
- Lt - - e )
married" PR S AP

i1 ~ .

|
. Age: The distribution of ages is reaso able and consistent with the zareer’
ABe

4pattefns of public school profeSSionals. If:lo year spans\are considered \‘he age

~. 3o




\\’ ’ - ' - 10{_ B ; \ >

»

\ 3 i 4 .

' grouping from 26 to 36 contains ope-third of the total group. It should. be noted
3 t

SR .
that 6 of the 9 moSt~Ysuccessful' directors are in the age group from 36 to 46 whilg

. .
.
b )

' ., - R ' . . N ”
. Educational Background: 77 of the 81 partlcipants have bachelors degrees and 2

LS o
of the-teacher aids functlonlng in Right to Read »projects have AA degrees. 2 other

* — ’
. ¢ ’

, persons have some years of college but no degrees. 53.1% of the group have masters
. L= . v

v degﬁees with more than half yf them in education and about 35% in liberal arts and

. [ 4 4 s . /
lOAfln reading. Alllot/the "successful" directors have masters degrees, and 6 of
.o v - ! /

the “9: ""least Succzséjui" directors have.the graduate-degree also. * !

L4

4 Number of Co rses in Readlng, 46, 94 of the Right to Read participants have 5
rd \ s

or more. coutsgs in reading while 23.5% Have 1 or none, The rest of the group has
‘ . %, ~ e

(3 LS ] .
between 2 and 4 courses in reading. The distribution of number of reading cougses
v . i ~ .

> »

e J . . L3
, among the "su.czessful" and "least successful'' directors is approximately equal,

’
»

- Media Courses: Most Right to Read participants have had no morg than 1 media.

.
@

.course and only 22.2% have had three or more. .Again the distributionxhere'parallels

» that of the number ofi repding courses among the 'successful" and "leadd successful"

P . N - "

- group, ' ¢ ‘ : *

3

-
- - » -

. o . L . C
Membership in Pﬁbfessional,Organrzations; As a group Right to. Read partici-
pants are professionally active and more than two~thirds of the group belong to

.

. , : ’ }
three or four professionay/organigations. All of the ''successful' Right to Read
“directors belong toithree .or more.professional organizatiops. Four of the "least
3 -
- Y ' |23
7 . . .
successful" belong to no more than one professional organization, frequently the local

; - L.
teacher c¢ollective bargaining organizatlon. . ,

-

1

£

. Special Skills: More than haljiof the participants lisged some special set of

_ skills-they perceived, they had. However, it shpuld besnoted that 44.4% of .the group

listed done. fhey‘ﬁaw themselves as being reading specialists, practitioners in

N - Elne'and pex forming arts, program devélopers, med1a specialists, ‘etc. 5 of the 9 "suc-

»

14

- cessful" dlrectors perce1ved themselyes as reading Spec1a11sts and 3 of the 9 f'least
~ A -

ERIC o Liv o

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC »
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o ) ) T N j -
v ! \ " - * I8 o .
BN . Table 1: wwOMMﬁm .Om.; )HQSH TO READ ARTICIPANTS Wow APPLICATIONS ) L
) 2 W - b  (Total Sample=81) < . ' .
. . d t - - R . ~ o
Characterigtic - v \ " Categories > X -
L ) -t Elementary " Jr. High Secondary College Other Total N . %
)
o - . %nw ' b/pm/, . -
_« . b . .
Classroom Teacher X 112 ) 4 ‘6 . 1 34 42.0
- e - — 1 ., ~ 3 ~ B
oY Reading Instructor L m 5 2 6 T2, - 15 - 7| 18.5.
« - = T - :
Reading Diagnostician 1 m 1 , ‘ . { 2 Z.5
) N - > - : T 3 e N g t
%l . . - Reading Coordinator, m 2 . 2. . ) .2 " 6 7.4
- Specialist . -1 K . - \
. . 1 = 7 -
. Reading Consultant i , -3 . 2 - 5 - 6.2
PRESENT ° R - e , > —
POSITION . | Principal Vo1 \ . N 1y 172
[3 1 Y ¢ 4
~ - - 4 . -
. Learning Center Director’ i1 3 ' . i 1 4 4.9
N S : " , ~4
¥ Media Director : i T .2 . 2 2.5
1 = 1 = - ne -
m ‘Media Technician 1 T . 1.2° =
' , - < -
Librarian . X o1 N N R .2 2.5
. 1 ‘
) — aE——
Teacher Assistant 1 . . - / 1 1.2
) N N -
. -~ 1 . !
Other (Reading Superv.; i . ! . - ” 8 9.9
] Distriet Dir.- of Instr.; : Mo y -
- Superv.,Personnel Enz : — . ’
. . richment Program; Dir., I . ¢ . N y .
jGifted Reimbursement; . - : s - ) g “ F ) .
unn,..imcvomwnnonmosnu - : s L.
. .. | ©LRC Coord.; Reading- . ' , ‘ : =
Study Skills Center Dir.; H .. .f . . :
Not -Employed) i . ‘ . .
. 0-3 12 1 9 L4 9 L5 5 46 | 6.3 -
) 4-8 . 7 ' . 9. 6 .9 1 2 34 42.0
YEARS OF . 9-13 s 471, 3 - . 5 ] ¢ 20 26.7 .
EXPERIENCE 14-18 .° 5 1 -3 1 ! - oy 10 12.3
. ©19-25 : T . e . 1 ) , 5 6.2
over 25 ES . t : 2 . A, 2.0
o > . — i
— . = u.x = — E,m

-




_ . . . . . . y )
<. _ ) *. . DEMOGRAPHIC DATA ’
) K » ..5 ‘ *
° B " - A
Characteristic Category . M Total ¥ % o
) ’ 7 o0-3/ 14 18.7 .-
| © . A a
| . . o 4-8 20 26.7
. . < - — = =t
L “ NUMBER OF YEARS e e 9-13 Ce R D .
. L IN COMMUNITY - o T e : : ~—
) . i X . . ST 14-18 . 2 A
) S e 19-25 10 . 13.37
. ) // P ovef 25 = 16, 21.3,
\\ N . N— . 0y v w
\\ h“ JIMJE,_« < . a -
- ; Male 19 23.5
- - , . . SEX o, .
' . ) — - “Pemale - 62 76.5 -~
3
-l iy - N
1 ° -
’ . : . “ «2 .. -
. MARITAL STATUS ! Single , d %?
. - ., Married _ .. 60 - 74.1 "
- - ,n w o P .
- - N & ? \ -
, R - . Py
, L. R . %0-25" # .5 6.2 | -
: , SR . 126-30 . . 1S , 18.5
. st e./ u .
g , 31-35 12 14.8
. AGE — . :
. "y 36-40 10 . 12.3
: - ; . 41-45 . 12 : 14.8" .
2 ~o ¢ ~ - — 3
. S ) ’ > > T 46-50 ) 11 ! 13.6 L
2. " over 50. 16 19.8 ’ )
4
g - , , . . o [ / . ., » . . - ’- e S

-~

O
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EDUGATIONAL BACKGROUND

. . \ .
1 , — * - . .
Characteristic . Categories . )
. Education Liberal Arts . Reading .Total N % _ o ? -
. BA 39 “Le. 32 - 6 77 95.1 .
‘ *
MA . 24 « 15 4 . 43 53.1
PhD 1 . : ) . o
AA ‘ . . 3 < 3 3.7 ,
BME T 1 1.2
. . “ ' y * . .
. . \h\.l\.'/ v ] . _ ]
- ~N
~ Characteristic Categories Total N ° % . - A
T 0 7 8.6 N
S A T a. o)
i ) 1 - 12 14.8  °~
. I i < .1
: . 2 . 8 9.9 ~ i
Laad L3
NUMBER OF READING : - P .
. ‘ " COPRSES ) . 3 ) 10 - 12.3 .. S~ .
. 4 6 7.4 - )
. - -5 "13 16.0 _ y
o ——— ‘ ‘..,.. 0
.+ 6 or more .. - 25 30.9 L . -
v E ) )
. Characteristics Categories ' Total N %
. N. 1 ]
.o . . o - 33 4077 €
COURSES - \ . " ‘. . . |
. — . - '8 9.9" o=
- [y - ~ . S
. BN ) b 3 or more ; 18 22.2 a8

PAruntext provided by enic [P
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|
. s . . ’ N N . .. . . . . .\
‘Characteristic Categories Total N % ayunmnnmﬂ..mnu..n. - . Categories ’ Total X s %

- ) \\ . 0 Ho 12.3, \\ . . 1.. Communications Skills 47 - -~ 58.0
. . 1 « 5 .|6.2 I 2. Leadership Training ° 41 .mo.m
MEMBERSHIP IN , - : > : = :
PROFESSIONAL 2 12 4.8 o 3. Adult Education’ . 39 " ~| ‘48.1
_ORGANIZATIONS . Y I~ - M l
) S 3 27 . [33.3 \ : _ ,.:],4. Group Dynamics 35 43.2
- 4 or more 27 [33.3 ° | 5. Voluntary Action Programs .\L «33 40.7
‘. -~ - . e . 3 > g =
— - ; - . 6. Human Relations Skills 32 39.5
- - ‘e ’ s ) = e : - i ) A3
. L e o < TRAINING IN 7. Organizational & Administra- 29 35.8
1 T N o N °
,o:mnmnnmn stic .ou.nmmonwmm otal 7 . "FOLLOWING _ /nu..<m Strategies .
. None - ' - um 144.4 |. ” » 1 8. \m‘vmo:uw.‘onmsn: Seminars - 29 , 35.8
,wmm&:m Spec. 10 12.3 | 7 9. Media Utilization Strategies 28 ' 34.6 -
et . * , . . > 2
Fine & Perfor- - 10. Daycare or Preschool Programs 24 29.6°
- |, ming Arts 9 11.1 - -
Al . - 11. Other _ - ° . i - 16 19.8
S . Program Devel. 4 4.9 . — -
1 . - — 12. Dissemination Techniques 14 17.3
: : Counseling & . * - 0 :
SPECIAL Guidance 3 3.7 | - 13. Inter Actidn Analysis . 11 13.¢ >
SKILLS . W : R ? .
: Test Administra- s 14., Change Agems Skills . 8 9.9
tion S 2 N\.m ' < Fad - ) Y 0
. - ‘ - 15. Public Relations rﬂf 2 ¢ 2.5.
s Administration 2 2.5 . - nf - < > —
. e -, . [L6. “None . i 2 2.5
Other - 16 19.8 - - x .
(College teach- g R - o : . |
ing, Medig, . ! ol
" | Nursing, Beha- | . X -t
vioral Manage- . i ) -~ sl
BNDRV : * . . » . *
. ) ’ - ~ - ' c

¢
¢
\
v\
1

. \ h R “ , ) Cm
. . v, e
H

E




) -106- .
. A -

a

. | ‘ * ) - .
8uccessfulf saw themselves as having n0\€pecia1 skills,

) Special training: Many of the'Right tb‘ngd participants have had wide ;iaining .

. v

N . \.' s
-experiences, in most of the item\ mentioned with the exception of two of the catago-

-

‘ries, "change agent skills" 7A3 "public relations." Giver, the knowfedge that Right
to Read is g_volunte§q program with_an 1nf;insic reward s%ructqre,ithese may be ‘

b vital categories. Only-8 in the total group indicated they had training in '"change

.
-~ P ‘

agent skills" and nly two checked "public relj;ions." Both catagories have Q8uc--'
Iy ' . . , D \ *
cussfu}" directors onl /in them and ‘6 of the 9 "successful" directors have had - .

v L
v .

training in dissemijation while only one ''least successful" director indicates

trainiﬁ&_in this area. Successful.directors xendeéfto shé@ mofé varied training ex-
' te . . M

.

3 Y 4 ! '
R . ¢ ‘ ) A
periences as. evidenced by a” lgrger total of,number responses than given the "least .,
) . . . , ./‘\ ] .
successful" directors . . ) , '
s ' ¥
B, Compariscfis of the “Succesaful” and.the '"Least Successful" Directors.
. < . 3 - .. s
\ . > (% N 4 > . L)
, © In contrast to the larger grouping of 81, this subgroup contains only project v
. : L . .
* v * ) ] »
directorg, 18 directqQrs among the 55 operational projects. The app;icqglqns of the . |
. A g""’ . . 3 ’ '4, . »

-

‘ 9 Yguccessful" and the 9 '"least successfui" directors ere analyzed in the'sahe way

s
+ v .
{ .

as those ‘for the to‘él éroup. After compféting;the geanél analysig and working

* « with the local project files, it becaie apparent that there were éome distinctive
G s, TOne E <.
[} / ~ - ,\4‘ K]

~ . s N : o .

#%  patterps in the characteristics of the "successful" vs. thé ¥least syccessful’"
directors, Again, caution should be exercised in drawing lard, and fast conclusions
- \ : ”,\‘ " o
© . -~

I
X ~

) from 4 total sample of 18, ,
1

N . . . T
Rather than presenting individual tables for each of the va;iabies it may be
’ o » id ., - . e -

said that the following variables did discpiminate among the two'groups; level

! J e :
of teachingy years of experience, whether directors }articipated in the January or

)
.

June training programs, number of years ii tLe community, sex, marital status, age,
k4 4 P . » '

: . " . >4t
nquer of reading courses, number of media courses, and most categories of special
) - . ~

tréining activities. Inspection of Ehe information led to the formulation of the

. . ¢ AN P s
following assumptions: N

e —— e . . 11 3 e ’ . \




’ - v,
. « Lo .Operékional Rié?t té Rea&‘pérpig?pants tend to be ;on élasifobm teacherg,'
. ‘ : that ‘is, péﬁfessionghs who‘;ré 36t tied to a self-contained classroom for
. , thé entire working day. . .. :" 2" .
2. ¢ "Successful" directqis will “tepd to be ;on classroom teachers.
) 3, . "Successful" directors will Eén?.to have a ﬁfgher educatipnal’level than, ’
oo ) . ¢ , “ &
vl the "least successful direc;ors: L ] \ 4
2 - - - .np, : B .
4, "Sucgcessful" directors will belong to more professional organizations
‘e "‘ than Eheu"leasg.s;cceésful"‘&irectors. | ’ , |
. n ' g?' "Sﬁcqessfgl" éingctors will p;rceiye thgmselvés as Feading specialisfs ) C

» . '
- [N o

o ‘more’ often’than "least successfyl' ones will:, - : »
’ - ’ Y gl ’ é\

7

o ; u.‘° R e ) | ' M
* 6. '"Sutcessful" directors will have more training in administrépion than will
. s ‘ v e,
N A ¢ C . . )Q'u.
’ the "least.successful!’ directors. . T , - ]
R S N . ’ ' ’ (¥
., 7. Operational participants and successful directors tend €6 be in districts ' .
. with few poverty level familieg. . . <7 . )
° \ Y " . .
* ~ v . * ~
C Testscoﬁ significance we;%.perfo:med_uo evaluate the accuracy of the assump-
w v 4 .
~ w &

’ LA ‘o 4 ’
. tions., Tables 2 through 7 indica'te the reﬁﬁiﬁs of the analysis. Chi squate tests .

¥ [ !

were utilized because of their applicability, to nominal data. A correction for
\ -~ . 'S \ )

-

%ontinuity was employed in all of the tests, since the data were categorized in
v é

2x2 Eontingehcy tables. The correction was especially appropriate as 5 of the 6
N ; ‘ . v > " [

tables contained small expected frequencies. v

® .l

In examining the application blanks of trainees who dropped .out of the program,
p A

P

.

early on or who did qgt'start a project, it was noted’Ehat many of these dropouts =
sere self-contained classroom teachers. Table 2 presents a compariéon\of iocal
- . .
' - participants whﬁ are or are not classroom teachers andsdetails whether their pro-

gnams \are currently in operation. Of. the total group of 34 classroom teachersy 15

/ e

the‘Fraining period. N - /

i H
of i?e 34 either never started programs or dropped out of tﬁe program shortly after
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Table 2: A Comparison of Local Directors,(N=81l) Who Are or Are Not* Classroom
. .Teachers apd Whether Their Programs Are Currently in Operation..

v

Classroom ' " " Not Classroom
. Teaehers . . Teachers
3 ‘ - . ! ' . )
- Programs 19 41 60
in Operatién ve e oqo . N ' - \ . - !
- Programs- Note 3 IR - 6 21
, in Operation ,..... - ' ©
- . . 34 - 47 81 A
o - .
' N . - . .
P : Obtairied x> value df . Level of Significance - - \ ; "
- 8.53 p < 005, T :

M .
- Y < o . Py

. . ﬂ

' Th? level of sigqificance supports the first agsumption that in all probability

.

non classroom personnel have°a better chance of operationalizing a 1oca1 .Right to
Read program, other things being equal. | t. n . ' ','
The second assumption concerning successful and less successful directors

~ ¢

-

and classroom or non classroom posifions was not supported as indicated in Table 3.

. ' . .
’

v
‘s - . o ~

At

’

Table 3: Af Comparison Between Local Directors Who Are Successful (N=9) .
or\Unsucéesaful (N=9) and 'their Present Positions -~
Y . L 7
Classroom ° 1 ' ’ ' -

Teachers «,/eecoeees
.

Not* .
Glasstoom 3 J Q 5 8
V,TeaCh(;r_,Sc‘,.......... ’ ‘. . i
l LS ~
> ! ) . 9 ' 9. 18 o
- « Obtained Chi éggare value Level of Signifﬂcahce

, 2.25 / ) . N.s,: T
. 1
1. For Tables 2 and 3 all of the tests utilized a correction for continuity \ )

and were one- tailed . X .
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The third assumption concerning the educational 1%;e1 of Right to Read directors

while not supported at the .05 level seems to merit further investigation. As Table

1 <. _
4 indicates a trend toward significance is present but not conclusive.

' J o N

-~

L]

-

i 2

ol Obtained Chi Square value

* :Table 4:
.‘ \’(
. N
‘ BA tiviieninnen 0 .3 3
RO .9’ 6 15
S L = :
' 9 y 9. 18

]

e

’ -

/ .
N

- 1eve1 (one-~ talled) is 1.64, N

+

p < .15

‘Level of Significance °

&

College Degree Held by Successgul and Least Successful Directors

A trend toward significance<is present since the.table value for the .10

{

£

The profess1ona1 act1v1Ly of Right to Read ‘directors is examlned in Table S

Apparently, "successful" Right to Read directors are signlficantly more professional-

!

N

Table 5:

s >

Number of Memberships in Professional Organizatlons by Successf¢1 and

N

ly active than the "1east successful" group of directors at the .05 level.

: ¢

.

sentations and continued professional’developments
3 /

Least -Successful Directors

-

Thls

assumption is corroborated by information in the prOJect files. of the "successful"

o ) : .
directors where:one fipds evidence of participation in professional Teetlnga, pre-
N ! \

i
r '

/
[ ,’

, /4

/

4

3 OF MOTE oevenns 9 5 14
2 Or‘.leSS‘ EEEEER] 0 ¢ 4‘" 4
9 18 . ,
, A

o 9

Obtained Chi Square value

Level_of'SLgnificance 2

.2.89

118

p=.05 .

-
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The analysis of the fifth assumption concerning whether fhe perceptioq{ﬁf :

self as a reading specialist discriminated between "successful' and '"least suc-

cegssful" directors is-shown in Table 6.

Again the results of;the analysis is. not

highily sign1f1cant however the variable merits _further study, for the data indi-

A

cate a trend in the d1rect10n stated in the assumption.

Ve \ . N
* ’ 4 ’ ) .
Table 6:  Perceptions as Reading Specialists by "Successful" and ''Least Successful"
. Directors “ )
v ‘ Succesgsful Unsuccessful
L] 13 P * \ .
- -’u: s .‘
» ’ YES 0,.00..'....0, l 5 1 V2 6 -
P C |
) ‘ *“,/ H . :
NO T EE R EEEEREN] 4' 8 - “12 3
. . 9 ) 9 5 18

P

Obtained Chi Square value

x

T? : 2,25 . p<.l0

Level of Significande
)

~»

s The sixth assumption probably did not regeive a completely fair test, The data

weTe taken from the category called Organlzarional and' Administrative Strategies.

Directors were asked to check the category if they had had some training in the area.

However; there are<a number of other categories'inAthe 1ist which’encompass admini-

strative skills. It ‘segmed from an inspection of the files qf’the successful direc- .’

Id . ‘ —————

tors that, they either had training in or experiences with organizing and co-ordinating

\

programs. However as Table 7 reveals the ahalysrs of the information presented on
’ &
‘he pliéatipn B1anks-did;not prove to be significant in distinguishing between \
. .- - ./ .
"Sudcessful and Least Successful'. -
Y v )‘ j
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Table 7: Training in Administration of Successful an&‘Least/gﬁzbeSﬁful Directors '
. ) . . | .

» « - . \ .

Successful ] Unsucceseful
. "\ . . ’ ~ A | l‘. \
’ YES Aoy seeetanene ) 5‘ 3 ‘. 8 e .
’ v . ' . . [}
© g M -
NO 0000‘0'00‘0000' \ 4 6 l ’10\'&‘
| : ; ‘ 5 - 9 18

*

Obtained Chi‘Sdﬁare-value Level of Significance

M . o8

' ) N .225 N.S.

1

‘k .

The last asstption remains to be'verified. At .this writing Ainformation con-

cernlng the socioeconomic and poverty levef of the district§ housing R@ght to Read

projects has not beep made available. We anticipate the data and an analy81s
-~ - . s .
will be available within?two, weeks. The rationale for the agghmption is based on

~ < ’ o
" inspection of the files of the successful projects and on the_volunsary nature of

[ Y .
the program. ‘ ' / .

A
’” ,v-o ¢

,After reviewing all of the abave,} the question must be asked, What characteristica,'

within this finite group, should a candidate for the Right to Read g;ogram possess? ;
What daes a successful Right to Réad director look llke° Our analyses seem to indi-
cate that the successful directors have the following characteristics given the li-

mitations of the analyses, - P
!

1. They are females between t&i ées of 36 and 46.

’

.. (One- third of the successful female
(}I s ¥ : N 0y

2. They may be married or,s1ngl
directors wexe élngle) ;
ommuaities for 15 to 20 years, * ! '

kY

4, They .are active in a vaplgty of profess1onal organizations, at least one

v Lt

T N /7
3. They have lived in their

-

of which is related to reading. Lo

[}

5. They perceive themse{;es as readin%.s;eiiﬁlésts and may have, but do not have

/
v

. P / Y )
, to have, training in.the area of reading. . v
) . i /




. " . . : ‘l ‘\
N b .

6. They have a masters degree;, usually in education, withaa wide variety of

+

-

3 ’ 4 .
osher training experiences 1n communjcation, human relations, organiza-

l » * ’

L2

tional and administrative skllls, dissemination techfiques and program

» -
N " N

+ . development experiences.. ' . .o
s

7. They have 8 or more years of experience in elementary schools teaching on

Iy
w

a variety\pf lenels and their .job changes are viewed as promotions in the
2 .

il

career ladder. . N
i .

8. They 'are currently functioning as nen classroom elementary role specialists,

’ ugually in reading. That is, they are more mobile durini/;he day than the

\
-0 N . P
\
o

"self- contained classroom ‘teacher. ' N\, .
(L ™ X “ N -
9, They have or perceive that they have the support of the administration of
. .
their school or district and are well known in the community:

N A g
" 10. They are employed in districts in which the majority of the students are

above the poverty 1eve1. Consequently the district is affluent enough to

¢ 3

afford the cost of replacing the participant during the) training period.
: This is by no-méans an exhaustive ligt of the characteristids which can fgj
/ tingu1sh "suspessful" from "unsuccessful" d1rectors. Theré are oﬁher variables
which are difficult to measure, but which the State Right to Read staff feels are
crucipl. In an attempt to get a handle on things like motivation and commitment'

and ability to command resources, the revised Application Blank asks questions about
the number’g;‘;;urs an individyal is brepared to spend each week on the program,

. 1 0 .

However, this is a sg&f rzzﬁrt form with no formal sanctions 1if th;\promises are not’

kept.‘ It is o6ur suggesti that some consideration be glven to an external reward

- : ‘ ’ * -
structure to prov1de extrinsic motivation for participants in local programs.
~ v
Finally, we recommend that the selection committee find or devise another

. - ]
instrument to asseéss applicants. The analysis of the form currently in use revealed
that it did not discriminate among operational and non operational participants or

“successful' or ''least successful directors. In fact an analysis of the evaluation

-~

’

Sl Nt s adem
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. held in July of the same year and will be referredﬁto as Phase II. 'The agendas of

R ; » =113~
b.o‘ : _' " . ‘[ In L -
= | B ‘ «

;forms for _the directors BubgrOUp revealed that the "least successful" directors -

[N - . A

were rated as better candldates than the "successful" ones. Our final report will .

provide addrtlonal 1nsrghts into the gelectlon process. .

L
4,

III. Summaty. of the Evaluation of Training Sessions for Phase.I and Phase IT groups.

Two training» sessions, each folir weeks in duration, were conducted by the state

<
»

Right to Read staff in conjunction with eonsultants and other members of the State

«

Office of Education. The first traiming sé351oﬂ wﬂs conducted in- January, 1974 and
\ ., y - . ' 4}

4
will be referred to 1n this report as the Phase I?training session, the second was

both train@nglsessions were content analyzed. and classified into eight broad cate-

gories. A frequency count and &ttendant yerceﬁtages are showﬁ in Table 8 for each .

. .
Y -
= I3

of tﬂe\categories. . p

The categorles are. . N

1.+ Group dynamlcs, communlcations, 1nterper30na1 relatlons, conflict manage-
l"_ R q

ment. ¢

2. Needs Assessment and Planning - ’ : .

e . - -

3, Trends in nght to Read programs, natronally, reglonally and locally, formal

training ‘in readlng qkllls at various levels - all items dealing with

L -

- ) L.t " <

reading as a content area . , _

4, Staff{ng arrangements and attitudes adjustment - orieutation of‘gtdft
2 .
’ .' . . (\' , ‘I’ . ; H

and how to recruit staff :

[ " . N

5. Field baséd activities - Advisory Councils, Community action programs, etc.
. & } . ¢ <

6. Management and. Organization of Right to Read programs T,

7. Assessment .and Evaluation . ‘o . ) ’ ) *

8. Demanstration activities - practical experiences ‘of other Right to Read

[}
v

persbﬂs and projects - largely -small group sessions
.}

<

In interpreting thls informatlon, it should be remembered“that the analysis

<




’

.

E

. , -
. { - . \ .
~ . ..H.mm.:b m.ue “ Content Apalysis ®f Agenda of Two Right to Read Training Programs o
, 14 .//\t; . » . . 1
¢ o . ¢ -
) - » ! .

'.l ~ [ 2 .o W ~ d
.onmcv.m%smsﬁnm‘ Needs _ Formal Training .Staffing Advisory Council Management |Assessment |Demonstration ) .
coaacswmm..nﬁos -| Assesst Reading Skills and Atti- | Field based com- & Organiza- | & Evalua- Activities

: Interpersonal . ment & 7= atl various le- tudes Ad- munity activities tion tion .
Relations | Planning .A&.m - Trends [ justment .

. .. ‘in R2R ) N P
< - ) . * i T |
Phase I N v , . Total
January 11 15 , ./.. . 20 . 1 . 15 9 ) 5 15 N=91

1974 * \. . Y % =

- V3 NP/l BN : - ” : "
% . |- 12107 .| .16.5 Y220 0|1 16.5 - 9.9 5.5 16.5

g ,, - > . - .~ -

. .mrm.wm/.HH . . ‘ ; ) . - o N . " Total .
.July 6 ) 4 18 . o, . .6 - *5 3 10 N=52
HW.\ v “ L I ) a . *

-, ~ “ g
) = .\ N © N »\. .
A 11.5 q.«. 1 - 34,6, 0 | 11.5 9.6 5.8 19.2
. * ' . N ¢ g
. N .
‘ : <
« oA - .
« ) . ‘ .
43 N
- n- -- - . [ ] -
N v a/ B ~-.._ .\T/. A - N . » \,_ ~
. € v-‘ - s
- . hY ’ ) ’ - ) - -
II\! B > - hd ' . r
.- £ : e , Lo o ’ emm
. s ' ) Co- .3 . i
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tionoinétrument given by the staff at periodic intervals during the course of-the *
. by : ; ) ’

is-based on the formal agendas of the ;>o~programs and on the responses to an evalua- (/,

two sessions. The Roosevelt Evaluation Team also conducted telephone interviews

with about 9 (15%) of the current Right to Read directors, three "successful"
: " . : -’ ! :
ones, three "least successful" ones and three selected at random from each of the
. Q' . ‘

three areas. We asked 5 questions. The comments are summarized on pages '

There were no differénces in the tone and content of thé& comments from "successful"

vs "Iéasf*successful" directors.
i & ,‘

The ﬁaiqr differences in the épntent of the two training sessions were:

- .~ . <. ~a

l.l—Phésg I devoted one wholé week to Interpersonal Relationships and Commu- -, -

-~

.nicdtion in what seemed to be an awareness training format. The work- i

ing
. &

shop was conducted by a group of outside consultants .from .a)local universi-
;s . .

ty and didhnét‘involvg state staff members. ;n Phase II the\ topic was

- o

covered in two half-day sessions by the state agenc} staff,
2. 1In Phase I, one week was devoted to sessions on Community Igwolvement and

Adult Education, again largely conducted by outside consultants and other
. . .

state agency personnel. In the Phase II session, the information\uxthis

aspect of the program was divided into sev&ral sessions during the four
’ \

week period and was handled largely by state agency staff with a few con- (

4

2
- -

sultants.
‘ 3. The PHase II session featured many more activities concérned with reading

& problem diagnosis. and treatment at various grade and age levels.

<

The evaluation forms distributed tJ participants by the staff covered eight

-

broad areas:

1. Relevance of information 4. General format , 7.7 overall quality
2. Interest of participants~ 5. Leadership . 8. Comments ,

. . < : .
3. Opportunity. for Interaction 6. Resource Material Provided

‘The response categories might be considered to be a 4 point scale, with 1 being

N

O and 4 being high. Generally Speaki?',vfor both Phase I and II, the ratings were
: . C ot .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

N \
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unifoiﬁally high,averéginé between 3.5 and 4 on all items. The difficulty with the

instrument was that it was not specificéenough to provide feedb;;E\Sﬁ\t tontent
~ categories of the tfaining sessions. Conéequently, we analyzed the comments on each ™~

L ‘"\ . ' .
~" of the instruments. It should be noted that not all participants made comments.
° ~

[N ’

A summary of these comments may be found on pages 16-20. . .
N . i v LY .

The telephone survey of 9 directors was an attempt to get a kind of reality

. check on the applicability of various aspects of the program. We asked that directors
4 »

respond to the following questions: ’ ' '

¥ 2

.

1. In which way the training program help prepare you to function as a .
‘ . local Right to Read diredfor? | |
, "2, in which way, if any, was the progrdm limited? ) ‘ \ ’\!
3. In f;ture t;aining programs what aspects would you like to see retained?
) 4. Which aspects.would you 1like to see omitted? ¢
5. Other comments. - )
e/ LT ) -~ .
The responses are shown on pages 21-22, .
. Additional work is required before a summative evaluation of the eéfectiveness

of the training programs on field based activities can be assessed. However, it

&

4
seems clear that most participants agree on the following:

1. The state Right to Read staff and others from the Office of Education

¢ ’

were highiy motivatéd, enthusiastic and effective trainers.
s v 2, Too much material was p;eseﬁted in too little tiﬁe without the opportunity
to practice the skills and knowledge acquired in the actdal setting.
3, Most directors indicated that they wantéd more time to work on their pléns' 4

-~
during the sessions for when they went back to work there would be little

N
~
¢ . R -

time do so.

~ ’ ~ -
4, Directors indicated they wanted more "how to'' activities which uggests that
P

o management and co-ordination skill sessions might be useful.

o Re - -

"
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Y RIGHT TO READ . : |
<;z(f3 ‘ TRAINING PROGRAM FOR LOGAI. COORDINATORS . \{ j
. ’ ;
. oL ! -
. ’ o ™~ . | T
Right to Read Training Program ~Ist  2nd  3rd ¥ 4th  weck j
’ < \__// ' :\ ,’I
‘

>

’

1, Please indiéate the extent to which .you feel ‘that the session wa§l

’ addressed tq an area of informatioﬁ\p@rtinent to the development o

a local Right to Read program ) o~ : }

% o . ) i I.
Great ‘Need ' 18 : T ' . /
» Some Need 5 ) |
J.ittle Need . |

1]

: No Need .
2, Interest of the participants .
L] “
- ‘. ' . + f .
! Great Interest 21 . - . |
. Some Interest Ao . - \"‘ /
Little Interest . |
No Interest : ‘ o " f
> . . ° } ! -
3. Oportunity for interaction discussion < v/
— R - |
s . o '
' SNy /
Too long . 3 ) Y <
. About right 17 / Tﬁh
- Too short P ‘ /
4, General format | - ‘ ‘ z
Excellent 13 < |
£ Good 83 . !
~ Fair & ) /
Poor ’ /
5. Leadership f .
. ' \,’ ’
Excellent _14 j}
J Good - J 3 |
- : Fair 2 R
" Poor I ,
6. HResource Material providec M
] e i
‘ . , 5 /
| JExcellent @ _£7___{ . | P
~Good 7 o ‘
. s Fair - v !
Poor 126 . P
!I . /,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

)

7. 'Overall quality
Excellent ~
! GO(‘;!’ )
~ Fair
* Poor ¢
8. COMMENTS ‘
J % . ’ Y
Strengths oS
-
»
Weaknesses L
, .
~
% v
’ Squestioﬁs
. - |
>

A




Fourth Week Evaluation - /AU I‘!-Q"QJ‘JE

¢ »
o 5 ”» .

-

- Strengths - . ) .t :

» .

- -

‘ Linda, Mamie, Nancy, Sue, Al “Smith - One fantastic job on your part,

- Tom Springer consulting on plap. J :

Linda - consulting on plan. ¢

Time to shaye together Right to Read plans - the process of developin
the plan, * v s

Nancy Huddleston and Mamie very pleasant and objective. = .

Judy Overturf was excellent - good organized and relevant.

‘Tom Wheat was very helpful in giving prospective concerning plans
for Right to Read,

Participants were very helpful in giving tangible evidence of -
workable plans. . .

Mr, Clinton's philosophy very inspirationall He is a real humane person
with practical ideas to offer solutions. ) * '

Individual help given to write plans was excellent.

- Information concerning Title prognams and mgpey available to diltrict..(Z)

- Suggested forms for-plan. ° > - .

Showing~us that to-get something done we need somd definite things
wiitten down,

The workshop overall has been a very enjoyable, worthwliile experience

People’ were absolutely the best part - such terrific consultants,

Spirit everyone has shown the program,

Wonderful, 2 . . ¢

Individual interaction. p e

Individual™attention.

Dr. Tom Wheat,

,Leadership outstanding. .

Flexible Schedule, . :

- Room conditions much better. . \\

Availabirity of experts in planning.

. Information very helpful, presented clearly and questions answered
thoroughly and honegtly on Thursday by:the ©ffice_of the Superintendent of
Public Instruction people concerning Title Program. s

Good ideas from Dr. Springer and Dr. Brown in individual conference and

-

§

’

P
[}

-

1
[ Y

. small groups. . . -
- The entire four week program can be considered highly successful.’
) “ . L4 .
. T v




Féurth Weck Evaluation (cont'd) ' : .

Weakngsses
‘ & . * .

w

-

- Too much pressure and tension on Monday. .
- Group should have been better psepared for. dates. )
- Too many generalities and questions overted or negatlve insinuations
. by a couple of speakers. -4 ¥
- 'Tooylittle time for the most important phase of the workshop. i
- Some of the large group presentatlons were weak. | ‘
- Need toncrete suggestlons of ways to recruit adults® for adult ot
reading classes. . A\
- Too much in too short of time. . ‘ ‘
- Perhaps some of actual planning could be worked ' in during 2nd, 3rd, week
as well as the latt. . + .
"~ Perhaps we could have given more of ouselves to, Dr. Wheat's classes had
they been fitted into daily sessi 's. *gt was difficult after a long
day to be ”alert/brlght" until -latle; evening. -
- Need a foundation, cxample, on whlch k@ build our individual plan.
- Need more time in which to formulate plan.

: ;\Fuggestions - . g .

‘ - Would like the wriﬁing ‘sphead out over four weeks. )
- Sond out blank calendar to participants prior to arrival, ~
. - Let's all get together soon! (We're devising a needs assessment and ¢
program plan for -our social get togethers in the future) !
- Would it be possible to have the planning session - and writing of the
. plan in the third week, instead of fourth week and have Al Smith's.
/ . m_ - -session the fourth week. '

- Pleasc cxpose” participants to people who have tangible thingg to offer - :
but who remain open to ideas and questions. '

- Questions can be handled in the spirit they are given - as a speaker
of information - without 'put down! or personal undermining. We need
always to be open and receptive - when handling "buzzard questions, n

- Begin lst objective.during the seccond week of four weck session.

- Begin work on actual writing of plans sooner. Allow pafticipants to work
at their own pace, in other words personalize your approach for the - .
partidipants, the same as you expect them to go hackznd individualize
learning. ;

- If possible have people who have successful adult community reading programs
present or outlined to t¢ll how they were able to recruit adult
partic1pants.who needed reading help.

- An outline of possible ways to write up needs assessment plans might be N

given the week before for participants to look over so that some ideas
mitht come to their minds concerning their own situations before the

. teaching sessions begin - perhaps they' could more easily fit their communities
- into one of the suggested outlines. ‘

[

- 129-,
ERIC . - ; -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . .
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Fourth Week Evaluation (cont'd) )
. " . T .

3
-~

o - Cut the time spent on reading %eaching -present successful Right to Re.d
- programs presently in operation. Have previous Right to Read partic1pants -
talk about assessment plans and prvcedures after Tom Springer has presented
formally these procedures. Start.thes$é ruch earller so we can be thinkiﬁg
s . working, revising and compiling.,
- A&ke group pictures at_end” of program.,-s
Py nght to Read song and mail to partic1pants. ‘
- Kndw it's impossible but would like to spend another week together after
we get the program rolling.
~ - Parking space at St, Nicholas would Pe hglpful
© = I would like to see an agenda<which would “intFoduce steps in programming
over a.period of the first two we ;
- No ‘more 4 weeks in a row. (When p rticipants are asked to *come they ~
should "have a better idea of what is ,expected when they leave. )~
- Present ‘plan strategy earlier in the training session, then we'd have
skeleton on which we could hang resources presented.  We'd also have -
idea of type of questions we need to ask of resource consultants.
- Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction people should talk
about Title programs, “ -
- It would be helpful to have one or two copies.of plans .from former -
- .Right. to Read participants for each new panticipant to '"rework" to use _
in their own community, . \

L4 ”’ -

< e - : * v
.
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ol ‘ 3 - ’
Summargeof” Comments from Phone Interviews with Nine Local Right to Read //
Directﬁl

.

1. In,which wdy did the training program help prepare you to funcit a
* * local R2R director? _ ‘ % of

%

It provided help in the following ways:
‘Further developed my skills in working with people ) ‘ T
- Writing time-line for activities. objectives . ) “
Defining the problem areas we might meet, gave us a rationale for dealing
, with them, e.g., an antagonistic person *
‘Gave examples of community programs (e.g. prescheol, volunteer grapdmothers)
How to set up advisory council
How to get resources
How to find people in community who needed help in reading, e.g. how to use
the media, how to.conduct screening
Gave comprehensive reading skills: background
+ Positive aspect of having training program interrupted gave you a.chance to
go back and apply what you've learned -
How to ‘train people as tutors
How to survey community and school system—--its nﬂgds and resources
Gave chance to study intently | ’
Gave "change” to work with other people who had the same situation
Enlightened oneon availabe materials that could be used

. Made me aware of some of the things other directors were doing:in their _ .

<

programs
Gave one a bpoost to go ahead and try some of the things I learned with my
‘own students ‘ » .
Familiarized you with techniques for Morking with parent volunteers

Gave different ways of organizing ‘groups, e.g. older children work with
younger ones )

Leatning about testing '

2. In which ways, if any, was the program limited?
- Few of the resource people were poorly selected--did not have ability to
convey ideas about i&ading and literacy dkills
Need to know more about what's going on in the state about other good
reading programs
Trying tp find the time to use what you've learned

. (3 1indicated "none"
[ A

3. In future training programs what aspects would you like to see retained?
WOrking on your program plpn ’ v ' .
Examgles of local community programs from people involved in them
Smal oup interpersonal skills sessions
How. to work with specific groups, e.g. P.T.A., Literacy Volunteers of
America
How to survey community and school to find strong points so that you can
work on weak points .t -

/ ) .

[

oncerninf their Training Program - "Successful" and "Least Successful"

N4
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S

_Bringing in local qommunity people

¢ 4 \ -~
¢ M \ ‘123"- R . a ’
& ) -
Most of it -- not much excess in any of it . °

In general keep the program but involve more people from downstate area
Being together for long periods 6f time ©

&

Taking.us to local R2R. sites . t v
Small discussion groups ¥
Retain all aspect -~ need a comprehensive background in reading

Which aspeg%s would you like to see omitted
Should not have too many day and night eessions J i R
8 indicated "none") \ “ : k

Other comments: /

State agency staff was enthusiastic, planned YLIi; worked hard
Should have less emphasis on 1nterpersona1 skills

Program wag: real great -- would Tike it on a/ﬁistrict-wide basis ot

More people should have: been\given the oppor unity JXo participate
Facultiesswere not the greatest when we movdﬁ from a motil to an older
hotel ' .

Emphasize how to acquire materialq and how to use them /

Very profitable grouth experience

®

PR
\ 1 A ;.\

10/17/75 ;
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Again we stress the tentativeness qﬁﬂihese findings and hope this proves useful

o=

to those involved in Phase III trafning episodes.

‘tion is needed for program planning, please confact us.

-124-

There is little in elther program which shows directors how to go about

- -

This we feel shquld be built into the training
o

evalqgtigg their programs.

- -

e

~activities.

o (9 3

o
.

Most directors interviéwed indicated that periodic refresher, sharing and <
correction se Feegbaék from the state agency was :

w

#sfghs would be useful,
! ‘

- sought on a more systematic basis.

’ .

«

/

]
1f ddditional 8pecific informa-

3
.
-
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Activities for P'roposal Objective A:

-126-

AAAAA

" Activity

Completion Date

Documentation

.

\ »
1) Completed review of
State Right to Read

"Plans from past three
years. b

D)

{

" September 25

Outline of taxonomies.

L)

2) Completion of construc-
tion of initial set of
taxonomies from R2R ob-

b sy
jectives and activities.

Septemb;;? 30

Initial taxﬁnomies.

.

-3y Completion of @nalyéis

" based on first inspec-
tion of file data.

LN

w

i

chober 6

. Data summaryf

4) ‘Complet{gn of revisdd
set of "areas of data
collection."

¢

| Set of data colléction
’ \

"areas.", e
R 4

s 1
K

3) Campletion of revised
set of taxonomies for
classification of data.

October 20
October’ 20
{ i

[

Set of taxonomies.

Completi;? of data col-
lection #nd coding,

November 14

.

‘Data summary with codes.

7) MNecessary additional
collection of data‘or

revisions of procedures.

December 23

-~

Revisions.

" >

8) Completion of data sum-

mary and interpretation.

Uanuany 8

Descriptive data.

.

9) Completed Narrative.

January 30

Written report.

£ L

PERT.Chart of above activities
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» - Q ’ ) . . ’ ’.
Activities for Proposal Objective B: ‘
N H
A
Activity ( Completion Date Documentation
- .
1) Completion of analysis of locall® November 14,1975 Data (computer print-"
agency data. . ) out).
\\ - T ; - : S
2) Completion of identification of Outline of possible
) elements for R2R Program. . October 30, 1975 | elements of R2R Effort. |-
. A\ o .
\ ~— - o % _ . 7 T
3) Complehion\of interpretation of| .
local agency data. December 30, 1975 | Analysis.
4) Campleted consi:ruction of Evaluat = ~ . N

instrurent for assessing comple- )
tiontof cbjectives and activitieg Octobet 30, 1975 Instrurent. a
¢ of local R2R Projects.

"

5) Completed assessment Of R2R -~

gro;]ects with respect to the Decenber 30, 1975 Data Summary.
riteria“of Excellence. . . i ; N

(data from self report draft) . ' L

. hd * -

6) Campletion of statistical Fe- _ .
port ‘and narrative of current March 28, 1976 | Narrative and Statisti-
statws of R2R efforts. , ) cal Report

)

’

PERT chart of the above activities

°o. - 136 | g




Activitics foé I'roposal Oblective C:

-

.

.

)
J

Activity

Completion Date
< _r

Documeritation

1)

Computer programs applying
Discrepancy Evaluation
Model will have been
located.

*

September 20

2)

Copies of programs
obtained (above).

September 23

Hardware Assessment.

3)

éﬂrrent R2R efforts
will have been ex-
plained by contrac-
ting g§ent.

September 27

"~
P

Hardware Assessment.

~ o
4) Current methods of repor- ’ .
ting reviewed and discussed.| September 28 Minutes of Conferences.
w 9) Decision made concerning Letter to contracting
computer program to bej October 9 agent. -
used, adapted, or .written.
6) Completion of development
of data coding, storage, _October 20 System.
and updating system. ’
» L
' . x>
7) Computer program written Novertber 3
or adapted, (preliminary N Preliminary program.
_version). U .
8 Entire system finalized
and debugged: Novenmber 19 Completed program.
Development completed of Deocewber 5

9

wsar's manual for com-
puterized system.

)

Manual.

PERI Chart of above activities
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Activities for Proposal Objective D:

¥

a

Activities

c

ompletion Date

ra
Documentatlion

1) Completion of review of
/ the.gstate Right to Read
Plan.

9

September 25, 1975

v,

.

Taxonomy prepared.

4

2) Completion of review of
previous implementation
process.

Sept'.ember 30, 1975

. Elements Coded For
Taxonomy.

o

T

3) Compléted analysis of

data.

-

data for Training Pro- October 13, 1975 pata. N
gram. - . . ’
{
4) Completed analysis of .
data’ for Field Program. October 20, 1975 Data.
5) "Completion of prelimi-
nary analysis of above October 22, 1975 Data.

6) Discrepancy analysis
completed for Training
Program in terms of ob-

jectives.
R

October- " 237 1975

Report of analysis.

-

7) Campletion of evaluation
of current process of im-
plementation of R2R Train-

ing program. - ’

g

October 31,1975

Interi{m narrative

report and recammen-

" tions

=

B) Conpleted development of
Selection Model £0r R2R
directors.

October 30,1975

~

* Narrative of Model.

/\

9) Completed set of recommen-
dations for alternative
‘avenues for reaching
cbjectives.

March 30, 1976

Final report and
oom?gndatlons.

Ceanc

PERT Chart of above activities
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Elenment Code
1.1.
1.1.1.
1.1.1.1.
1.1.1.1.1.
1.1.1.1.2.
1.1.1.2.,
'1.1.1.2.1.
1.1.1.2.2.
1.1.1.2.3.
1.1.1.3.
1.1.1.3.1.
1.1.1.3.2.
1.1.1.3.3. _

1.1.1.3.3.1.

1.1.1.3.3.2.

1.1.1.3.3.3.
1.1.1.3.3.4.

1.1.1.3.3.5,

L4 t

1.1.1.3.3.6.

-

< 1.1.2.

1.1.2.1.

=131- -~ ’ ‘ /7
‘; b o / ;
ELEMENT TAXONOMY FOR RIGHT TO READ / i

~ \ ) . / {
/

Elemeat Description

Planning :
N !

R2R Program Cempon 1t ,

Fedexal Leve

’ : . Liaison/Activities P
/ Budggtary Matfers !
L) \ t

I3 #
/ State/ievel/f -

// Liaison Activities

//O Annusl Planning Activity

/‘ v ! N
’ 2 /// Budgetary Matters B A

. '}'

|

{

I

Local Level ' ) .

>

Liaison Activities ;

Budgetary Matters 5

re S

Annual Planning Aetivityf .o ’

Develop plan or first year of advisory
council actdyities.’ g
|
: ' Select priority objecfives and activ-
it{es for advisory council s first year

> Develop objectives to|be accomplished in
the Yocal R2R Programk(yearly goals).

Identify constraints in accomplishing
objectives of local R2R Program.

-

Pinpoint alternative solutions to the
accomplishmenb;of each objective and ~
select most appropriate solution ‘based

upon constraints. ,

Develop an implemeﬁtation plan for local
R2R Program. .

Needs of Community

[N -

Y l;.'.‘
Design training program based upon needs and
assessment information.

14y
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Element Code Element Description j
1.1.2.1.1. . Develop goalls and objectives. . . |
151.2.1.2. , Design program activities and from agendas. I

\ .
1.1.2.1.3. Develop and collect necessary materials.
¥ ©1.1.2.1.4. ' Locate program site, develop the learning
) environment, and schedule-session8.
- ' \ C e - -
1.1.2.1.5. . Defining!ih‘e \commupit:y to be served. ST
o ILl.2.1.6.. o * Suggestions and recommendations for revi-
sion of program plans. -
1.1.2.1.7. R Compile 1ist of” organizations anfor popula~-
o ~F tion segments representative of the’ community i

] - ) _to serve on advisory council. E ‘
1.1.2.2. . Design service programs baped upon needs and

resources assessment information' !
s1.1.2.2.1. ' Develop goals and objectives . ‘
1.1.2.2.2, ' Design proggam'activities and agendas. /
’» - . . > ar 4
1.1.2.2.3. : , Develop and collect necessary materials. , u
N /
1.1.2.2.4. ‘ Locate program activity site, develop the
' Ta learning environment, and schedule sessions. '//6
. - \ .- ¢
1.1.3. . Needs of Schools ” J
i L
1.1.4. . 4 Systems of Assessment and Evaluation .
1.1.4.1. 7 ' Formative - State of the Art
: Assessments
> %: C
1.1.4.1.1. Historical Overview
) 1.1.4.1.2: ) Development of' In;truments
1.1.4.1.2.1. | Self Report Instrument
1.1.4.1.2.2. 4 : . Pre-Test Instrument Formation
1.1.4.1.2.3, Post Test Instrupent Formation
1‘;1.4.1.3.k Goal Assessment
( i, . ~ €
1.1.4.1.3.1. . : Short Range '
3
L 1.1.4.1.3.2. ‘ Long Range
1.1.4.1.4. ) ) (space)
" 1.1.4.1.5. ) Training Program Periodic Assessment and Use:




A

N

El&ment Code

"1.2.2.

1.1.4:2.
1.1.4.2.1.

1.1.4.2.1.1.

1.1.4.2.1.2.

1.1.4.2.1.3.

r.1.4.2.2.
1.1
1.1.4.2.2.2.
l.l.&.é.2.3. o

1.1.4.2.3.

23

1.1.4.2.3.1.

1:1.4.2.3.2.
1.1.4.2.3.3.°
1.1.
1.1.4,
1.1.4.3.2.
1.1.4.4.
1.1.4.4.1.
1.1:4.4.1:1.

1.1

X

A4.4.1.2, ¥

[}

1.2,
1.2.1.

1.2.2.

1.2.2.1.

4.2.2.1, ‘

v ‘ - ’) l. .

B —133.- s

- A :
Elemént Description

Y

. -

Developpent of Local Agency Evaluation Tools

-

=
Survey Instruments

*

Establish guidelines for kind of infor--
. mation to be obtained in assegsment.

‘Determine what person and/or groups will
be surveyed. . -

>

Determine the methods to be used in the
.assessment.

~ Locai*Negds Assessment
Phase I ) : ’
im . Phase II “
! ‘ Phase III-:
Local Resources Assessment | .
. Phaéé 17’ B -
Phase IT T
?hase III
Investigation of Certification Requirernfents
‘ Pre1Servicq%Activitiés
In-Service Activities
Volugcger Tutor Prog;ams .
Desigg for Evaluation

-

giterature Review

.

Design for Survey Instruments

*

Formal Training .
Ori;ntation Meegings T
‘Training Workshops
Techniques of Teachiﬁg Readipg-; Volunteer needs
Pre-Service

In-Service

Pre-Servicé and In-Servi:ze

ldz

.

-
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Element Code

1.

1.

1,
1.

1.

$2.2.4.

.2.2.6.

2.2.2.

2.2.3.

. 2.2.4,.1:;

[

$2.2.4.2,

.2.2.5.

r

0202070 > ¢

.2.2.8.
.2.2.9,
.23,
.2.3.1.
.2.3.2.
2.3.3.
2.4,

.3.

3.1,
.3.1.1.
.3:1.1.1.
.3.1.1.2.
.3.1.1.3.
3.2,

.3.2.1.

3.2.2.
3.2.3.,

3.8.

GGGt

=134~ °

AN

Element Description

»

National, stgte,'and local R2R efforts.

. Recent trends in readinhg and literacy: pre-
% *# school ~ adult. T

Com@unicétion skill techniques ~ staff needs.

.

'Group Process Training
Media Servits

Ways to Assess-

v

ommunity qéedq

Strategies for planning community literacy
programs,

The community literacy program assessment
process.

Program Planpiqé Techniques

Develdpmént and Work with Advisory Councils

Offering of Mini Workshops . 2

¥
»

. "Volunteer Reading Programs
Tutor Pfograms

~

Cooperative Efforts
: -
Individualized Activities
Stgffing Arrangements
*State Level °
R2R Staff
~ R2R Coordinator
Superintendent
Section Diréc;or
Local Level '
Directors’ - -
Advisory Council ‘ ) .

\

Task Forces

Staffing Activities ‘ ¢




‘Element Code

1.3.3.1.

103.3.2.

103.3.3.

103.3.4.
103.3.5.
103.3.6.

1l.be ¢ =
1.4.1.
1.4.2.
1.4.2.1.
1.4.2.2.

1‘04.2.3.

104.3.
1.4.3.1.

104.3.2.

L4.3.3.

1.4.4.1.
1.4.4.2.
1.4.5.

1.4.5.1.

104.6’.

. 104(70 ’

-t

Element Description- i\ !

-135- P

)\\’ Obtain approval of the initial nominations and

Field Based Activities «\

Contact person playing significant role in .
each organization and population segment,‘re-~ M
questing names of possible advisory council
representatives. : .

v .

OBtain a vita from each person nominated.

final advisory council membership list. from the.
governing body of the local education agency.

Select stgff or volunteer Tresources to be used
for completing the assessment. '

Identify task force(s) for dissemination
activities.

.
.ot /—-{-”

Recruit and select needed personnel for con-
ducting programs. . .

4 J

Consulting Activities 3
Training Activities

Y;pace)

(space)

Conduct tﬁe Service Program (clients are community,

people such as students: receivers of reading

skills).
Data Gathering Activities

Field test ‘instruments for validity. ‘( T

Conduct needs assessment survey and compile “{\
results. {

Conduct résJches assessment and compile
results.’

‘
Adult_lj“r_ograms~
"Adult education classes }
Aduit tutoring
Instructional Activities ¢

| Tutoring .

Follow up on training workshops \

Implementation activities

i44
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Element. Code | )F' i:‘.leme.nt Description )
124.7.1. ' "+~ Annual R2R Plan .
, A5, ‘ . Management end Coordinationllof\RZR
\ | e Directing Council Arra‘mgementg ‘ T 1
1.5§1.1. ' ) -‘ ) - Advisory Council Mat‘ters ) e
g 1.5..1.1.1. Selection of Members' . )
LS., S - Holdimg Meetings ‘
. e 1.5.1.1.2.11M/ o o ' Plan and conduct the first meeting of
the' Advisory Council.
~ 7 1.5.1.1.2.2. . - Plan and conduct the second meeting of
e ‘ N ‘ . o the Advisory Council. .
G 1.5.1.1.2.3. . Plan and conduct substequent Advisory ~
) . : Council &ctivities.
\s A 1.5.1.1.3. Establish taski forees es needed. . , .
L. ‘ . ‘ _ _Coordinating ‘A¥l Intra- and 'Int}ér-Agency Cooperation
i.5.2.l. Intl:'ra~Agency Cooperation
1.5.2.1.1. ’ . Adult and Continuing Education |
1.5.2.1.2. - Assessmeht and Evaluation Planning i \
‘. 1.5.2.1.3. ' Research, . ? |
v 1.572.1.3.1. . Identify available sources of funding or
- . ‘ assistance. Cy
B 1.5.2.1.4.  Commimity Relations {
) 1:5.2.1.5. S | Title I, ESEA
: 1.5.2.1.6. . L Gertification - ' ; )
’ 1\.5.2.1.7..‘ ) ‘ * ';Datai Services )
1.5.2.1.8. R ) Publications/Goaphics
1.5.2.1.9. \ - Placement of Participants \)v
1.5.2”.2. ‘ \ Inter-Agency Cooperation
. 1.5.2‘".2._1. Department of éorrectiox;s
1.5.2’.2.2. . Department of IChildren :and Family Services
1.5.2.2.3. Other state agencies within Illinois
1.5.2.2.3.1. . School Approval Agencies , ’

1 - Q- ’ 14:) - ‘ %
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Element Code ¥ . Flement Descriptioﬁ R
1.5.2.2.4. ‘ Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction
1.5.2.2.5. - Other.state‘education agencies.
1.5.2.2.6. . U.S. Office of Education C
1.5.2.2.7. o & .Pre-Schc;ol, Elementary, Secondary
1.5.3. , A ' Respongiveness to Outside égency Controls
1.5.3.1. - ) . ) 5 .‘Consu tation to Local Agené&es
.l.iLB.%; ‘ T .Self Coxrection Activities
- \
1.5.3.3. @ — -
1.5.4. ' a Maintainiﬁg Ad“éugte %uppd;f System Arfhngemgnts
1.5.4.1.’ > Coqunued Fundtioning of Stdte RZR:Advisory
! Council ,
1.5.4.2. - Cooéainating Refunding Aéti;ities
1.5.4.3 Develop Plan for Obtaining Funds
1.5.4.4. . : Solicit State Legislation Support. ’
1.5.4.5. — Mobilize Support of Qutside Groups
1.5.4:6. ) Obtaining internal and grass roots support
and approval. ¢ ’
1.5.4.7. ‘ . , Support from Superintendent of Instruction.
1.5;4.8. g ) ‘ o Recognizing Contributions.
. N
1.5.4.9. ‘ \ ‘Deéign follow up dctivitiesw
I.5.5. ~ | ) - DeveiOpment of Selection Model (LEA Clients)
.1.5.5.1. o Recruitment '
1.5.5.2. | . . Selection éf Participants
1.5.5.3. Assessment of Applicants A
“1+5.5.3.1. \ . ' - Volunfeer Programs ’ .
1.5.5.6. ¢ Other R
1'5'6'. . ‘ , - Dissemination and Demonsg;ation ,
1.5.6.1. - Eyaluativé,Iﬁstfumenfs
1.5.6.2. " Recruiltment and Replaceménf Materials
1.5.6.3. - Disgéminati;; of program information concern-

. 146 _ 1ng R2R




1.5.6.3.1.
1.5.6.3.2.
1.5.673.3.
1.5.6.4.

1.5.6.4.1.

‘ 1.5.6.4.2.

.1.5.6.5.

1.5.6.6.

M 1.5.6.7.

1.5.6.8.
{

. ¥

1.5.7.
1.5.7.1.
1.5.7.2.
1.5.7.3.
.
1.5.7.4. -
1.5.7.5.
1.5.7.6.
1.5.7.7.

1.5.7.8.

1.5.7.8.1.

1.5.7.8.3,

- 1.5.7.8.5.

1.5.7.8.6.

"1.5.7.8.7.

Element Code

¢
'

~138-

Element Description

3

N Visitation Reports

Advisory Council Minﬁies
Needs and mésources idformation
Media Services ‘
Annbuncements, Guidelines, Regulations for R2R

Inform members of their Advisory Council
appointment.

JDisseminate‘membership to mass medfa.

Digssemination of informat{on concerning Literacy
Volunteers of America Tutor Program for Adults

": ‘.
Dissemination to Other States, R2R Materials

Vs

Conferences

Other -
Development of Materials

Traiﬁing Materials - Gr9up

.Individualized Training-naterials

?

Development of Manuals . , \

-

Development of Advisory Council related materials. .

Development of Criteria of Excellence ~ ‘\

Criteria for Evaluation kf‘\\
R Local Agency Criteria for Propesal Writing

Development of Model for Pre-Service and In-
Service Training for Tutors.

Developéent of ijgctives
Strategy |
Agenda '
Model for Tuto; Training ~
Documentation

‘Announcements

Written Reports Disseminated

S14% .




Element Code

1.5.8.1.
1.5.8.2.
1.5%8.3.
1.5.8.4.
1.5.8.4.1.
1.5.8.4.2.
1.5.8.4.3.
1.5.8.4.4.
1.5.8.4:5.
1.5.8.5.
1.5.8.6.
1.5.8.7.
1.5.9.
1.5.9.1.
1.6 .
1.6.1.
1.6.1.1.
1.6.1.2.
1.6.2. .
1.6.2.1.
p 1.6.2.1.1.
Y 1.6.2.3. .
1.6.2.4.
1.6.2.5.
1.6.2.5.1.
1.6,2.6.

1.6.2.6.1.

1.6.2.6.2.

- /.

Element Description -

Reading and Writing 6bje%piyes
Develop Literacy.Learning'éétiviéies . .
News Releases and Publicity
ﬁevelo?ﬁ?ropoéals
Obtaining funding guidelines and rggulagiond."
Assess appgbp;iaéeness of aveilable grahts.
Select participants to develop proposal. .
Prepare Proposal ' & . .
Submit Prcposal ‘
Projected Growth Plans (Construct%on of)
Plans of In&ividﬁal Accdmplishments
f Needs and ces Assessment Results .
Mon}toring Local P:Lgrams '

-

Visitatione and Reports ‘ )
Product Evaiuatizn,apd A;sessment ' .
Instrument Develoément'
Particip&ﬁ%@\ﬂéeds and Resources Assessment P
Self Evgluation:Form: Criteria of Excellence
Form§tive Product ‘ - ‘
) Staté of the‘ﬂzt'Papers .
} Monitor progfess of progéam participants.
Cohpleged Dissemination
Moﬁthly Reports: of Prégress
Project Director's Annual Reports
‘Evaluatipn of-hécomplishm;nts and objectives.
Needs and Resources R;sults and Program Plan.

Write report of the inventory of iiterady
needs. -

Write report of the dnventory of literacy. .
resources. .




. Element Code

106.2-‘603;

v

1.‘6.2.6.4.

l.l6.2.7.

106..2.8.

o 1.6.209.

1.6.3.
1.6.3.1.

- 1.6,3.1.1.
1.6.3.2.

1.6.3.3. .

1.6.3.4

Element Description .

~140- . -

-

.

f—

-

Write an interpretive summary describing

needs and resources of the community and .

offering recommendations for future actiy-
. ities. : S

. . »
o From interpretive summary, identify duplica-

tion of effort and gaps in service presently
being provided.

N 2

Advisory Council Task Force Reports and
Activities « ) .

Reports for National and State R2R Office

Design and Conduct Evaluation of Wokkshop
Training . _ R

Summative Products

T N0 N
Final Reports *

Effectiveness of Programs -

Final Recommendations

A\
4

External Evaluations . }
. Other . ) Y’
‘. {
. . *
q - .

r




Individual v
Code

-

2.1, -« $

2.3.1.
2.3.1.1.
2.3.1.2.
2.3.1.3.
2.3.1.4.
2.3.1.5
2.3.2,
2.3.2.1.
2.3.2.2.
273.2.2.1,
2.3.2.2.2.
2.3.3.

2.3.3.1.

“141-% - o

2. INDIVIDUAL TAXONOMY

3 ’ - ]

Individual Description,

»

Federal R2R Agents

State R2R Agents (and contractors)

-Administratgrs v
s Education Specialists ‘
ihdia Specialists‘
? Traimers (including contradctors) -

Evalpaforé (inculding céntracto}sb

Advisory Council

.

‘. \ Task Force Memkfrs ' o .

-, State Agency Resource Personnel , N
Other - . .
y

4
- b e ]

Local "Project Agents .

- CeR

Préféééionai Stafg
Administrators .
Directoxs . ' ‘ . .
Teachers ' )
Community o : -

_Other .

Pataprofessionai Staff .

' )

Paid Staff
Volunteers -
v , Tutors ,
Peer I;tors I
Advisory Council Members: ° . '

\ \ Task Force Members ,

159 L




Individual * ~ : )
Code - . Individual Description

2.4, . : , Other ) :
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o 3. INSTITUTIONAL TAXONOMY

4

Code £ Description

3.1. o ;ederal Agency L .
3.2, < ) State Agency . . o o — 1
3.2.1. . | Administrative (Director R2R, Budéet, Coordinat%on)
3.2.2. . Education Specialist'St%Ef
3.2.2.1. ‘Traininé : : .o

' 3.2.2.2. - . Public Relationms |
3.2.2.3. K . Evaluation -
3.2.2.4, ' Program Design \\~f—\"
3.2.2.5. ) Field Consultation ) ‘
3.&.2.6. : . Materials Development '
3.2.3. ) ‘ | Advi;ory Counc&l , . o
3.2.3.1. > : Task Force ; '
3.2.4. Othe? :

| .

?.3. Local Education Agency ‘ X |
3.3.i. | Boards of Education Policy-Making Unit
3.3.2. ~ . School District Administration . §
3.3.3. ‘ . Local School |
3.3.3.1, S Pre-School . )
3.3.3.2. Elemeatary -
§f3.3.3. Jr. High (
3.3.3.4. \ . gecop“ary 1

- 3.3.3.5. . Other Special Client Groups
3.3.4. .l[ College or University erartment
3.3.5. Junior or Community College °
3.3.6. Community Center '

1;5{1(2“ 152




-

Code
3.3.7.
3.3.8.
_3.3.9.
3.3.9.1.

3.3.10.
3.3.11.

3.3.12.
3.3.13.

3030140

' 3.4,
30‘40 10

3040’1.10

3.4.1.2,

3.4.1.3.
3.4.1.4.

30401050

. 3.4.1.6.

V3.4.1.2.
3.4.1.8.

3.4.2.

>

-144-
v
‘ . ) Description
\\\ v Public Library
S Industry l

Advisory Council
Task Force
A Méss Media
(space)
Ad@lt de;elopment agencies
Correctional Inst}tutiéns_

* Other /. )

o

Universi?ies
Contracted' Services 1
Traininé
Public Relations
f; Evaluation °
: Selection
. y Program Design
’ . Field Consultant w
) * C? Materials Development

o édvisorx Council .
r

\

. Contributory Services
|-

A
\




cote.
4.1.
4.1.1.
6.1.2.
4.1.3.
4.1.4.

4.1.5.
4.1.6.

4.1.7.

4,2,
4:;2.1.

e h.2,2.

§.2.5.
4.2,6.
4.2.7.

4.2.8.

4.3.
4.3.1.

4.3.2,

4.2.3.,

4.2.4.

<~

-145- ¢

4. CHANGE VARIABLE TAXONOMY - INDIVIDUALS

!

TX Débcfiption ) . . 4,
' Knowledgé < -
- ‘ : Histéyy
‘ Concept;
Beliefs about ?éarniné .
Problems
iesearch Findings

Current Practice
« ’-

EN
£2
i

Of RFP
~.‘,/ - ]
" skills .
* Professional skills 0 ».

Team participation skills
\ " administtative skills | ,
Problem sél;ing skillsi
Research skills and evaluation -
Analytical skills
Dissemination:and demonstration‘gkills ;

3 ‘ Teaching skills A

Counseling skills '

o

Atti;udés
toward lo;al project staff
toward administratién
Public‘school teachers
Educatioa Specialist

‘ . Members, of community

Minority groups

j 154

<
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¥ ,

“Code_ ?\ . Description
4.3.7. 4 . t Special client groups
4.3.g. , ' Local education agency persomnel
- 4.3.9. . towaré';tudents
4.3.10. } R toward"vthe;“edutaEyrﬁ“”;“”;"””V”“i“‘
4.4 | . 5 Relations . 7 :
.
Y o4.4.1. _ with local project~staff X
b.4.2. vith administrators
. h.4.3. with Education Specialist
G404, ' ' with memsers of community
. ;.4.5. . \\‘—‘)with minority groups ° ,
’4.4;6j C ‘ with other states ’
4.4.7. . with gpecial client groups
- 4.4.8; - , with public school teacher .
L 4.4.9. ’ h with educators ) .a
4.4.10. ‘ with local educaéion ageécy persoﬁnel
. 4.4.11. | 6 with stude;té )
4.4.,12, . ) with publié school teachers
§.4l13. with other educational agencies_(other)
4
, N
) . >- ‘
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5. CHANGE VARIABLE TAXONOMY ~ INSTITUTIONS

Code? e Descriptioﬁ -
5.1. Purpose. ' ’ |
5.1.1. ! . to facilitate training’of educational personnel
5.1.2. participation in a consortium or other cogperative
. arrangement
5.1.3. > devélopmeyt of instructional programs
° 5.1.4, . 'Q N revision 9f existing instructional programs
5.1,5. / ° to facilitate instituti;nal conditions conducive

to the effectiveness of educational .programs

5.1.5.1. » . o . change delivery of4reading:skilis
5.1.5.2.I ‘: ': change administrative support : / .
5.1.6.4 : 4Hi 'pargicip?tion‘in policy making activitx (parityf
’l 5.1.7. ' _ development of community services-and resources
5.1.8. . . dissemination of information
5.2, B Ipte;hal Maintenance o ' /
5.2.1. oo s;renhthen staffing arrangements
5.2.2. : development of staff selectio; model
5.2.3. . . " improve policy making procedures o
5.2.4. ) improve internal “‘communication ‘
, 5.2.5. . . ‘ ibpro;e sfaff Fraining.‘
5.2.6. ) L - increase mémber.rapporF and commitments (morale)
5.2.7. ©o develcpment of programs with other R2R projeéts.
A \ e
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~ Operational Dcfinitions of Planning, Formal Trdining, Staffing Arrangements,

o ‘Field Based Activities, ifanapgement and Coordination, and “ivaluwation
s -
Planning

Webster (1968) deflnes planning as "devising a scheme or program for
maldng, doinhg, or arranging sotething, to construct a method of proceeding.”
In the case of [2R Projects, individuals engag ged in planning would participate
in the following types of activities:
compiline lists of population serments representative of communlty,
- selecting priority first year objectives for the Advisory Council,
developing plans for Advisory Council activities, - {
planning the yearlons R2R program, .
planning needs and resources assessments, C .
tapping media resources, ' . . 4& .
planning staff development and in-service training, ) .
.plannlnp evaluation activities.
Formal mralnlnp ’ ) :
R Formal training is broadlv deflnedgho_lncludeﬁatiencance_by-dlrectorv

and other project staff at mini-workshops given by the State R2R Staff and
formal coursework offered by institutions of“higher educatlon. It is not.
necessary that official ¢redit be offered or obtained. In addition,

formal training can include training offered clients of RZR local programs,
This can 1nVolve staff development workshops, learning activities for parents,
training in readinr skills, training of volunteers. Individuals shoulc be
included in this catepory if they receive. formal tralnlng and/or if they
offer it.

T
-

. l 3
Staffing Arranpements

Individuals involved in staffing are those who have the task of placing
* persons in various positions or those who have tasks which bear ®on that
placement. These activitics incltde:

requesting of nominations for ‘various p051tlons, ’

obtaining vitas and other recruitment information,

electing officers,

assigning staff respon51b111t1es,

choosing resource people to help in training,

id.ntitying task forces,

»

Field Based Activities ' €
These involve activities at the local level (in the .field) not necessarily

covered under other major- actlvity categorles. A wide variaty of activity

is covered:

field testing of instruments,

conducting nceds and reséurces assessments of all types,

implementine~ plans and procarams,

suppesting methods of hroadening services,

_conducting surveys, -

conducting informal training. \

~»

ek
ot
&)




7 . Management and Coordination <\\ ' ‘

Activities under this category are also varied, They involve supervising,
controlling, and orranizine action, Activities which extablish links and;

: bring together relatad functions are included, Dxamples are: «”’T/
disseminatlon of information, . ] o)
conducting of. meetings, )

' scheduling‘of activitiss,
publicizing project activities, ' k .
coordinating literdcy efforts, A
answoering requests from community, .
submitting proposals and obtaining support,
reuognizinq contributions. (

’ . Evaluation ’
“For R2R proaects, evaluation aptivities are best explalned simply
by examples, They include the follow'inm
reports of propgress, of 1nventories, and of statlstics,
j . desipgning of survey instruments, -~
writing interpretive s 1S,

_assessing of accomplishment of objectives,
'assessing sffectivemess of programs, -

e

<

-
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Monitoring Procedures for Local Rightlto Read Projects:
T

‘the Discrepancy Fvaluation Model: An Overview

N

For efticient monitoring of local R2R‘projects, a model of evaluation had

P

to be selected whicl' orgafized a.large ariety of program variables into a system
. |

)
that could be pasily utilized and understood by both State Staff and local direc-

tors. lhe Discrepancy Lvaluation Model (DEH)1 was judged to satisfy these general

v

criteria and was chosen as the model upen which a monitoring system for future R2R
- I

Projects was to be developed. What follows is a description of the framework of

ideas on which the DLM is based and the general way in which it will be used with

R2R Projects. ' #* -

B

Components of the llodel

The DE posits that the basic components of projects of action are the acti-
ST . )
vities to be accomplished,and the individuals and institutions involved in these

activities. It propvses further that individuals will change in some measurable

way as a result of these activities. The DEM assumes that projects have not

1

emeryed without some degree,of planning and that this planning activity has been

. a

conducted for the express putpose of reaching some stated objectives. When ifdi-
“ LS .

vidrnals involved 1n ihe project adequately perform the planned activities and

. .
reach their intended poals, they accomplish what they initially proposed ought

. o

to have heen accomplished. To the extent that proposed activities and objectives

are not iulfilled as vriginall, intended, there exists a discrepancy betwégn what

\

ought to have bLeen accomplished and 'what in reality was accomplished. It ié’thii
Py

difterence - between real accomplishments and those originally intended (the

.

. AN
ouglhtsy - that detines the discrepancy tox this model ol evaluation.
puion - ’

[

1 . . . . . . N A .
Provas, !talcolm, Discrepancy Lvaluation, Lal}(ornxa: McCutchan Publishing Corpo-
ration, 1971. s

38;) ”\ {
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Requirements lor Application: Input and Vutpwt
In utilizing this model for monitoring local R2R projects, it is required.
that local R2R directors Sut?it information concerning the intended activities

and objectives to be ad@omplished, a list of the individualf and institutions
. 1) .

participating, and a time frame for completion of these events. Periodic re- .-

ports to the State R2R Staff of progress towards completion of stated objectives

. “e

are theu compared to-the inigial intentions as outlined.in the submitted ﬁlans.

.

I'rom these comparisois the State R2R Staff can evaluate the progress of individual

<7n;ro]ects relative to stated intentions as well as evaluate refative progress of

t -

the projects statewide. £ . IR

An additional function of the DEM is to describe the ways in which project
particip&nts as a group have changed over time as a result of the activities per-

N . ¢ '

formed. The changes described by the DEM constitute increases in knowledge and

—— |

skills and changes in the attitudes and relations of the project participants.

P, k4

Lach activit, that is chqgen bv local directors involves one of these kinds of

< - . '

changes. [he proyress status of each activity as reported by directors provides
\
I ,

the basis upon which an assessmaQ: of Lhe degree of change in knowledge, skills,

- M \-
attitudes, or relations is made. y | .
i . Y . ;

!

sSummary ©
2UNAL ,
"

Ihe Discrepancy Lvaluation Model enables a monitoring agency (the State Slaff)

to judge the progress of individual local projects through comparison of real ac-

[y . 3

. complishiments with’ intended accomplishments. Such measures of discrepancy can
= F - i \ .
then he collectively interpreted and compared across all projects vr groups of
4 %
projects. 1o addition, estimations of change with respect to knowledge, skills, »
- » = *

i
attitudes, aud relations can be made for inddvidual projects or for projects as

a whole,

ERIC - | 189
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The R2R EBvaluation Instrument: Development and Utilizution,

%

In order Lo monitor R2R local projects using the DEM, an instrument was de-

. |

veloped torbe utilized by local directors for plauning their projects and report-

ing progress. A copy ol this instrumént has been included at the end of this

< »

packet, and it may be helpful to rfefer to it"while reading the following seétlons.*
. <

4 +
¢ - ~

Development of the Instrument

. . LY
The, following explanation outlines the procedures undertaken in the congtruc-

v

tion+of the instrument and explains the meanings of its various parts. Prior Lo
o * . .
designing the instrument, four separate classificat%dn lists were constructed and
, Y . . i
coded. The first listed all the activities of &2R projects and divided the acti-
¢ '

. v

vities into one of six major elements (categorids). These six elements are:

.
-

1) Planning, 2)‘Furmal‘Training, 3) Staffing Arrangements, 4) Field Based Activi-
}
ties, 5) Hanagcment and Coordination, and 6) Evaluation. Under such classifica~-
{

A

tion, every activity became a sub-element under one of the six elements, and
7

each was assigned a code number (1'- 6) designating Hh%l<ind of adtivity it was.

Fach activity was then assigned an additional ¢tode npdber indgcating the sequence
E o -
in which the activity was to be undertaken. For example, Objective #1 requires .
|

sixteen ptivities which can be categorized under the major elements of Planning,

s

Staffing, Management, and Evaluation. Therefore, each activily was assigned num-

bers 1, 3, 5, or 6. An additional number from ] to 16 was assigned indicaé?hg

. , )
t‘F order in which the activities were to be accomplished. -

to distinguish the activities for one objective from the activities of an-
. ¢ :

other, each activily was assign;d one more number; the n;mbef of thé'objectlve if
helonged under. For R2R projects Lhege ;rc a total‘uf sixteen objectives. Con-
\ - | . -
sequently, each’actiﬁity received a third number code (1 - 16).
. ‘ N
summarizing, the coding system used .for the classification of activiiles in-

N - - v
volves three separate classificalions for each activity: the objective the activi-

-
t
8y

*
.
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Ly pertains to (1 - 16), the kind of activity iNds (1 - 6), and the order in

i

which it is to be performed (1 - 16 “tor Objective #1, 1 - 14 for Obdective #2,

'
i

1
|
> o . il . ) -. . . .
ete,). The entire code for the first activity of Objective #1 therefore appears

as follows: e L . :
E] N\
A
l.1.1. . .
~ b
' First planning, activity to be actdmplished |
v / . [
_Planning activity #1 ) .
< ' N .
Ubjective #1 v . s >
G .
The activitifs and their codes appear on pages 1 to 17 on the instrument with the
. S \ - . ﬂl

o abuve codes in the left hand columns

LY

The “second classification list to be constructed was composed of the individ-
duals who may be involved in R2R projects. The individuals were simply listed and

[l

given a code comprised of a letter and a number (page 18 of instrument). A simi- *

lar third classification list was constructed of the institutions ‘which may be -

-
' 13
- -

involved. Each institution was also given a code number and letter, but the se-
3 i ’ .

4

qyence of the.letter and number was reversed from that of the list- of institutions

(page 19 of’ the instrument). .

M -

The fourth classification list- identifies the change variables which are as-
sociated with the activities. It will be remembered that.a change variable indi- .
g
cates the cund1txon that a particular activity seeks Lo change, and the variables

.

under cunsxdc ration represent changes in knowledge, skills, aCLiLudes, or rela-~
! /
tions. In the moniLoring of 1oca1 projects, the State R2R Staff will neei,to de~
{
termine the knowledye, skills, attitudes, or relattons resulting‘from performance

of the activities. To facilitate the gathéring of such information, each change

“ v

variable was listed and given both a letter and number code. The 191Lerhindicates,
. . N

the major classificatioa of knowledge (K), skills (8), attitudes (A) or relations

(R), and the vumber indigates the kind of knowledge, skill, attitude, or relation

. »
I .

o

«y
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«
r "\ 4

as identified in bhé\classification list of change variables. Each activity was

then assigned a change variable code. These codes do not appear on the instrument
. .

itself since project directors will not need to deal with them. They are con- .

tained in the computer program, however, which compiles the project data, and

o, change variables information will appear on‘boqputer printouts for the State Staff.
and local directors. )

. ) a

How to Use LhJ’Instrument . .
» ] ®

The 'instrument is to be used basically in two ways: as an aid to, project
~ ‘ \ * ) A9
planning and as a monitoring device. During the training, directors will receive
. ) ’

-

copies of the instrument. After becoming quite familiar with all its aspects,

they will engage in the plannlng of their project or will report the prev1ously

\

" determined plan by circling thoserébjectlves and activities on the instrument -
4

t

v whxch they intend to ac%omplish.' In addition, thev will fill inm the estimbted
B » .

time of completion of objecxibgs in the space at the end of each objective, It
. A

N - ‘

is also suggested that a completion date be assighed-each activity. ,

- o .a

The last two pages of the 1nstrument comprxse the listings of- Lype and nUﬂ;
3 . .
. 1

“er, of individuals and 1n<t1tut10ns involved inh the local project. Besides re-

. - BN
porting on these pages the nufber of individuals and institutions, directors will
also show the major activitxgg that the individuals and institutionq will be in-
1 s A% . .
volved in by placing checks in the appropriate columns labled planning,, formal

7/ itraining, etc. ) > - \
//h The instruments containing the circled objectyves and Lhe 1temlzaL10n of the
A -
o type and number of individuals and xnsLiLuonns cons;xtute the directors' project ,
{ y - v
plan These prgyect plansdwill\ ‘e due from alL directors either at the end of

the training session or shortly following its conclusion’ (to be determined by the
University and State R2R Staff). . L . -

-

.
- » -

The first seven -objectives and their activitiesg ate to be completed i{gll
» ¢
. L8 r N
" '\ e - . 1
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»
v

project directors. Ihe remaiuning nine uvbjectives and included activities are op-

tional, and directors are frectto choose among these for inclusion in their project.

1
For the monitoring function, directors will receive by mail the same forms (or

ey

copies) they had previously filled out which indicated the objectives and activi-

<

ties they had chosen. 1Included with the instrument will be instructions for re-

[

porting their progress. Directors will circle the numbers 3, 2, or 1 in the three

k4
columns at the right of the instrument indicating the status of completion of the
' : - / , ~
- { 3 - 3 (3
activities under each reqq}red and chosen objectiye. Once the numbers have been

/
circled for each activity originally chosen to be accomplished, the completed in-
' !

strument will be mailed back ﬁq the State R2R Staff for computer analysis. This

reporting procedure will be repeated throughout the year, the number of times to
¢ . '

,be determined by the State R2R Staff.

Detailed Instructions for Completing the Instrum 2t

Certain specific details® concerning use of the instrument must be outlined at

this point. At the top - left of each page of the instrument, there is a space
v 0
| : : ' .
for Project Code. The project code is a 5 character code. The first character
is simply the number of the training session attended. For Fall, 1975, this will

be number 3, and all directors in the same training session will have the same

s

v

number 3 for their first digit. The second character equals the number of the
\ . T

peographic region that directors are from; either region 1, 2, or 3, The last

* | . »

[ .
three characters (places) are the first three letters of the name of the town
. ; )
directors are from. ,
. L
On LhQ upper ripht hand corner of the instrument, project directors fill In

- ]

their name, and lfuﬂl below it they.circle one of the numbers ih the [ive boxes.
» u »

The number 1 is selected in ntost cases for this reveals that directors are

. ' ' ]
L4 . . . . 3 .

starting on that particular objectibe for the first time. + If in the ftuture they

—— N ' ] . ) ; ‘

were to do this objective a gsecond time, or were to drop it and restart again

v

- 1ov
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later, they should circle the number in the second box. If started a third tima,

o
they would circle the number in the third box and sd on. For.the computer ana-
1 P

lysis, it is extremely important that this number be circled. The computer will

interpret the completion status of the acLivitées according to what -number is

circled above, a :
{ .
Objectives 11 - 13 each require the same activities.  The only difference

among these objecc{ves is that Objective 11 applies to pre-school, Objective 12
!

to K - 12, and Objective 13 to the adult level. Directors may khoose one or all

/

. . ' . /
three objectives depending upon the breadth of their volunteer program. ILf they .

choose more than one level, they will evaluate the completion‘status of activi-

-

ties as they pertain to all levels separately. A separafe sheet of activities

will have to be used for each level of operation. - . .
L

- »

Finally, for the last two pages of the instrument, directors will have to

determine which individuals and institutions are involved in planning, formal

~ -

.
training, staffing, field based activities, management and coordination, and
evaluation. To make this determination conistent among directors, these six
categories have been defined including examples for clarification, and a speci-

'
~ fic set of instructions have been formulated.
j

Instructions .

i
<

/
Instructions for filling out the final two forms are as fgllows. Cne sheet
is for individuals and one is for institutions, and this is indicated at the top
of the left hand column on each form. On the *individuals" form, you will see a

space for name, project location (town, district, and county), and ;He date. In

-~

. the left hand column is g list of the different roles wlhich individuals in a

Right to Read Project égn occupy., The column to the right of this is labeled

Code, and-nothing.has to be done by R2R directors for this column. The next

.

. ke . 7 . . :
column asks for the number of individuals involved in 'the various roles. For

3
L]

example, in most projects there is a single d{iector. 1f this were the case, a T
. 4 W

- \) - .o o s ¢ . ) |
- e - ( . . , ¢
| . 191

S . aa L —




- -
1 . ’
. .o o
\ . . -183- - \
- number 1 would appear in this column. Many projects involve teachers in some !

{ -
capacity, 1f 5 teachers were involved, the numger 5 would appear in this column

, next to che category; Teachers, Directors of perects whxch do not utilize

A
teachers will leave that part of the ‘column blank. At the'’ bottpm, there is a

space labeled '"other",-and if other Yoles exist whlch have not been included )

Y

. N 4 4

Y v,
they can be listed at the bottom of _tie: page. :

.
- ’

’Columns 1 -6 refe? to the major Lype of acﬁ(ylty whlch individuals might -

be involved in. Dxrectors, for example, may have been heavlly involved in Plan-

s ning the program, Formal Training of'volunteers, Assigning Staff members, .and o
B , X
) conducting the Evaluation. In this case, a number 1 (indicating one director)

»n |

3

0 i
A ' would appear under those major act1v1t1es (ialumns 1 2, 3 and 6). Please note
h L
,that the director is to be listed in each ,6f\the activity categories in wh}ch he

.
N . N - 2

will participate. This is true for the other] iwdividuals as well. ° For example,. e

the advisorx council members may be‘prihavil4~involved keither as a g;qup or as

. . . .
. a;, task forces) in the activities of Planning and Evaluation. The number of Lndi- h
’ viduals invblved (from the Ad%isory Council) 1n these activities should then be ‘
indicated in columns .1 and/é . If for example, a* task Eorce oi fe t membena -

§ were to Part1c1pate in P}dpnlng, and an addxtxonale%ask’£9Eee of 6 members par-

¥

+

txcipated in more than one actxvxty’ the tumber 4 would appear under gach acti-

vity. ‘Appearing in each of the columns, then, will be the num?é# of individudls
- . . ' t
’ who participate in a particular role. When stating numbers d{:persdhs, pledse
., . : 'y . EY

|

|
remember to make the distinction between clients to be served and participating
/

/ ' ' ¥ v
project personell.

- S

Al

' In some cases, decisions will have to be made concerning what constitotes
v participation and what does not. The determination of significant participa-

- » ~
R
.

\‘ ,/ tion will be Teft to the judgement of individual directors. Peasunqhge esti- ,
\ mate, of numbers of participanys will be acceptable. L o ' jo
ARt ' ° v < *
{
A\ Operational., de[xn1t1ona of the activities appearxng on thiese two forms . ¢
' \
@ .o : K ' - . . .
» < . . . , - s
\)‘ . - r [ ., . .
EMC ‘ . . lJ,Q. ‘m o "t} . X . y » ., .. .
P o o . . / . LA . L
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have aleo been included.  Fhis is to identify what is meant by these Lerms and
. ‘ I ’ M .

A .
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Cea

»

»
.

. to insdre that®dll directors view these activities simitarly.
~ . -~ - . v. -
. R . . . b 4’( . p, " . ° o v ! ¢
- fhe foxrm for YInstitutions" is dearly identical in its intent and struc-
’ we " ' . N ' IR C
¥ ture to_that of’ "“Indiliduals,"” and the same procedure can be’ followed in.filling

» ¢ ..

. out both’forms. "These data will be utilized primarily to, formulate an overall -+ ,

\

« P . , . ~ .
e » 3 ” 3 . - . o‘
profile of Right to Read Projects in general in terms of these charxacteristics.
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v
e Qggr1tlana1 Deixnxtions of Plahning, lormal Training, SLaff‘ug Arrangements ’
{"ield’ Based.AcLiv1L1es ‘fanagement -and.Coot¥dination, and Lvaluatlon *
!(' N
L . ‘ C . L. .

- - ." .

» Planning - " .

Webster (1968) defines planning as Mdevising a scheme or program for making,’
doing, or-arranging something, to constiruct a method of proceedinp " In the case
of R2R Projects, indiwiduals engaged in planning would participate in_the fol-
lowing types of activities: .

|

L

ERIC
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, compiling lists of population segments ‘representative of -community, .
* selecting priority-first year objectives for the Advisory Council, )
de veloping plarns for AdVisory Counéil dctivities,® s ‘ N
PLdiﬂlLllb the yedar LUﬂb I\Ll\ PpTrogTdm, R N
. plenihing needs and res/urces assessments, o . ot v
tapping. med4a resources, - ’
»plannlng staff development and in-service training, . ’ . .

planninb evaluation aCthLtles.
Formal Training L .- !

Formal training is breadly defined to include attendance By directors and
other project staff at mini- workshops given by the State R2R Staff and formal
coursework offered by institutions of higher education, It is not necessary -
‘that official credit be offered or obtained. .In addition, formal training can
include Lrain&qg offered .clients of R2R local programs. This can involve staff
development workshops, learning activities ifor parents, traiﬁing in reading
skills, training of volunteers. : Individuals should be rncluhed in’ this cate-
gory if they receive formal training ah@/or if thgy offer if, . -

4

Staffing Arrangements
Individuals invo'lved in staffing are thosé who have the task of placing
persons in various positions or those who have tasks which bear upon that
placement. These activities include: L. ,
. requestlng of nominations for various positions, ' )
obtaining vitas and other recruitment, information,
. electing officers, - . ~
, assigning staff responsibilitles, , >
choosing resource people to help in training, i
identifying taskqﬁorces. -

I'ield Based ActiVLties . 5
These involve activities at the local level (in the_field) not necessarily
covered under other major activ1uy categories. A wide variepw of activity is
covered: -,
field testing of instruments, ) .
conducting- needs and resources assessments of all types, . ° .
implementing plans and progrdms, / * )

" suggesting methods of’ broadening services, . .
<onducting surveys, . s - :
conducting informal-training, . v . -

N -~ ‘

Management and Coordination -

'

.

Activities under this category-are also varied. They involve supervising,
cbntrolling, and organizing actioam. Activifies which establish links and! bring
together related fyactions are included., Examples are:

dissemination of Ynformation, .

cnnducting\of meetings, . K '

' 99 » . ,

-

-
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. 1
schtduixng of actxvxtxes, RaW
- publicizing project activities, . ) ) L
. - ¢ oo . <o !
) > coordinaling -1iteracy efforts, , § .
“answering requests front community, - :
. submitting proposals and obtdining support L o , , R _
*recognizingcontributjons. . . - . .
- . - s 4 e,
by . s . .
Evaluation e . . , .
. For R2R pIOJeCtS, evaluation activ &ies afe best gxplained simpliy by, LT .
. ‘examples. They include the following:" - o ' .
. * ° ! reports of progress, of inventories, and of statistice, .
t >, +
designing of surve? instruments, . . . ) o
____b_._.____JALLLLng—in&e;p;et»ve-summarxco, e - :
assessing of accomplishment of objectives,. . . ’
agssessing ¥ffectiveness ofprograms. * .
¥ . d »
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» v o,
. ~ M
. R2R Success Level and SES . .
4 " ) ' ‘ ) \
:‘°~ o ,"a .
v A 3 * a ) y .. ’
. Date of Preparation”
' * . 12/75 '
. @ " . = N
T ’ g | v L
SN RE o ’

The success rating for each proJectgwas determinex as explaﬂned on,the

”Right to Read Project Summary Sheet."

* N N

L

'The SES measure was obtained'by sub~-

tracting the percent of Title L. elegibles in each school district (provided

by the IOE data processing service in November, 1975) from 100

J

; The descrip—

tive statistics for the two variables are presented in the following table'

v‘ .’A. . 5
' // 7 M - » ‘ ' -
variabls . mearn s.d. \
yariab.e N 5.d. > .
RN success ~ 5.64 '3.49 - o
v , ' . ’ . 1 . .
SES " 85.04 T17.62 ,
. . - . ) & o . . -
VA \ a .
0f the 55 Right to Read programs presenkly in operation, the correlation
between success and.SES is +0.31. Thoﬁgh the correlation 18 not very'large;
N 4
it is statistically significanmt at p < .01Ll. Thus, there digga tendency for
-the. more successful -projects to be those in higher‘SES commgnities, and this - °
° Ve " © A ’ 1 ] . "
'tendenc§ is greater than that which would be;expected by chance.
) ’ , PN . Y. v
) .’ . /. [
* . "~ 4 v ' ‘.
| ] ‘ - . > .
i . 4 g
< . " LY hd (
. '- y -, / 4 \."
- * ' . s -~
» ©
* ! -
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tode

rd

11AUW

21210
11R0C
11SUG
11DEK
11LAN

1

LIPAL

110RL

. 1IEGK~
« ‘111YC

11POR
11R0S
© 11GHI
21AEA
11MOR»
. 21sTJ
“11LEM
11J0

L)
s

Code
. 12cHA
22CEQ
-12LIN
12B10.
22LLC
1%bEC
R2KAN,

22LER |

120AK

22CHA

22BHC

12PON .

12PEK
12CLI
12NQR
22WAS
12DWI
22HUT

12PEO

» .

L4l

« oA

KEY ?UNC% SUMMARY SHEET: R2R PROJECTS 5 .
*\ . A L4

. so
Mumber” of ¢ ESEA Do
. , . Y Successfyl ercentage-

Region 1 - Profiles Eligibles '
~ . .

Auroralyest 11 | . 5.58 ~
" Zion, . 11 - 15.7 e .
" Rockford *« - 10, -, 14,0 .

' Sugaf.Gfove . X 10 ’ r L H.31 ’

DeKalb 9 I +3,86

Lansing ., X 8 . 4.55 .

Palos Hills 8. Toee 2032

Orland Park . -7 ' 2.79
. Leng Grove ) 6 0. .. . 2,64 .

{llinois Youth Centers ) 5 / *
°Port Byrom = 7. * "5 - /7,97
‘Roselle . e b, 3.70 °

#299:Chicago = ~* 3 41.36

Aurora Past” ; 2 - 11.36 .

Morrison |, © - % ;2 :\ 6.57

Chicage * -4 - « *1 41.36

Lemont ' - -1 4 8.04

Stateville o ° f . * ‘.,

. . v ,
- : " Number of : ESEA , \
o Successful ) Percentage ' -
Region 2 \ Prafiles . . i Eligibles /.
. (e T .

Champaign* . 12. ) oo 13.37

Georgetown - . 10 . | . 14,917 .

Lincoln ~ 10 . - 11.37 °
' Bloemington “ 9 Ce . 13.82

Lake Land College 9 9.87

Dedatur 9 N 15.92

Kankakee -. ‘ 9. 14.90

Leroy °* , 8’ < 875

Oakwood 8 9.90

Charleston, *7 , 9,87

Kewanee 7° ! 12.57,

Pontiac - R ) 6 *

Pekin : .6 - " 4.88

‘Clinton 6 - v 7.68

Normak ‘6 ) 8.47 -

Washington v o % i 5.96
* Dwight- i 4 . x

Hutsonville 0 - 12.88 >

Peoria i 0 . <19.21 .

. . n oS iy ’ I

9 - 12 = Excellent ‘ , ) .
.o . ‘

8~ 4 = Average

3 ~0 = Poor .




- » * . LA

. ©

. ..
* carrectlonal institution.

?

w

.

-

11AUW means trainlng session #l Region #l Aurora, West :

~k% private school 4
" For the projgzt code the data card columns aré: -
) ¢ N L 13
Column L Training session
' Column 2: Region .
“ Column 3, 4, 52 Project code \
y . :
Example:
) L. ’
‘ .
] . ¥
3
0. - "
<
> J‘(
. * / \. ( /'“ ‘
) N j. \) of

o~

h

,(' ) Lo, . Y N
B oL Number of « ESEA
J . o ' Successful ) Percentage ,
Code Region.3 . o rqfiles . Eligibles Y
13ALT 3. Alton. ' SN 10 © o 15.84
13C0L, ~Collinsville, " 10 10.38
23MON Monmouth . - - c “10 12:85.
. 13CHR Christopher 9 - 38.53
Z3FRA’  ° TFranklin ; S50 ©.17.64 .
13HAN Hanna City 5, . *
. . L3WIN Winchester Y4 17.64
e 13MAS Mascoutah, IA 13.06 .
13EDW ““Edwards 3 : 18594 %
13L0V Lovejoy ., 3 < 70.91 . ,
230FA ' 0'Fallon 3 7.81
23pAl Pavnee ° ‘ : 3 19.04
-230SL Springfield: OSL 2 *k :
L3MEN Menard . : 2 .k , .
13DAL Dallas City . 2 v -16.91
¢13ESL East St. Louis ' 1 65.81 .
13EST East St: Louis 1 65.81
15CAT Cairo = ' o 7122 f
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) "RANK ORDER OF R2R 'PROJECTS INDICATING NUMBER' OF : < .
OBJECTIVES COMPLETED FOR THE THREE REGIONS .
G N ‘ . ", o ‘ )
¢ . —\ . AN '
, 1] T ,
» v
Région 1 s Region.2 Regioﬁ 3 . |
«  Aurora West .° © 1l .Chgniﬁai.gn 12 Alton L 10
! Zion 11 Ceorgetoyn— = 10,  Colldnseville — 10
Rockford 10 Lincdln 0 Monmouth ' 10
Sugar Grove 710 Bloomington 9 _ Christopher ~ N9
- DeKalb ) . .Lake Land College 9 Erankiin R )
Lansing 8 Decatur ° "9 Hanna City 5°
® Palos Hills 8 .*Kankakee 9 Winchester, v 4
Orland Park 7 Leroy 8 + Mascoutah ¢ 4
Long Grove 6 o Oakwood 8 Edwards 3
- II1. Youth Centers 5 ~ * Charleston 7 . Lovejoy ., .3
o Port Byron 5 Kewanee 7 0'Fallon," .~ "3
Roselle- 4 Pontiac . 6 . Pawnée T | 3
#299 Chicago .. 3 * Pekin 6 . Springfield: OSL 2
Aurora East 2 Clinton . 6 Menard * ° A
‘Morrison, ) 2 + Normal 6 Dallas City 2
- * Chicago 1 Washington % East St. Louls - I
" Lemont 1 Swight ' 4 East St.. Louis L1
Stateville 0, * Hutsonville 0 ‘ L
. ! Peoria 0 )
» ; v M
~ [ il
|
. |
. |
. I
e ‘ |
» R . )
. g o 7, .
v A ‘..‘
\:M L
\ X
% ' \
'y
. t "v
\; . . ¥ '
' ] ' ° ,
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7
) ERIEY / "

f
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. Categories of Activities. for Staff Utilization of Time Reports . .-

»

’

s
..

K L] . * N
" a. Preparing and Training . iz# X

[y ’ ! .

Making necessary arrangements and notifying participants, when appro"pr4 .

'

i)

. ate, on cufrent work§hop details; identifying, preparing or gathering necessary

~

s e ¢ .
materials and equipment for workshop packets and presentations.
i N * -

v - b. Infofnation Dissemination

L] * o - '

Lo ok » : . _
. Responding to requests from localLRight to'Read directors, including LVA

participants, provlding brochures, training program information, National Read~ .
« . dng Impiovement information, providing, for agency and university staffs, mate- '
. . . i
N rials for meetings; responding to telephone requests; v . . o .
. , ‘ Ty \ : -
' -. P.l. 13 i * . . 3 -
(o ux"\~_g_ . ’ ‘

\}

Writing state Right| t9 Read Plan and addenda to it; attending Right to Read

*

staff meetings to discu s program direction and Workshop activitieg, attending

gsectional: staff meetings and in-service sessions. L.

1 ]
» -

d. In-house Reporting o ©, .
1 , s
Annual and monthly reports, travel vouchers, evaluation comments, gisibation

. » . ) G
reports, telephone ‘reports, requests ‘for proposals, memoranda, ,purchase requisi- . 3
W AY
. tions, etc. . S .
e. Workshops . . -
'\ @ ‘. * = . * > o * -

- Identifying, prepa¥ing or gathering materials for packets of pzésentation
’ S

~

presentations at workshops. . . . . K S

. | .
€. Advisory Councils ’ A « A

.
LIS «

’ Lommunication with advisory councils and task forces, organizing State

’Advisory Council; researching information fo'r advisory councils or, task forces.

+
* .\

g. Professional Growth . * ¥

" ~ -

. d

Attending international,ihational and state conferences; reviewingiliter—
‘ ) . e g : v

g .
. e Kd X "
4
. .
. , .
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Prdpo\sed Total Budget .

' : Including Carry-Over Funds and: New Grant Monies ' , _
\ v . Right to Read In Illinois - / )
\ : ' March 1, 1975 - February 28, 1976 -
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. /’ ' \ 4 96_ ! . ‘ . . »
. . ; l’l‘OI’OSED YTAL BUDGET - . .
L LHGLUDING CARRY-OVER. F. .iDS AND NEW GRANT'MONLES '
\ . ' RIGHT TO RL o IN ILLINOIS v .
MARGI I, 1975 - P{BRUARY 28, 1976 '° - : v,
5 ' ’ ’ ' .
TOTAL ‘BUDGET ' -
MARCH-1, .1974 - FEBRUARY 28, 1976 $élo9,000.00
- p) ” - kel
TOTAL EXPENDITURES . . ' . .
. J -
| MABCH 1, 1974 - FLDRUARY 28, 1975  ° _ 113,112.00
TOTA%&RRY-OVER’- : " \ A " $235,888,00
’ ‘ ' B - ,.') . ’ ’ : ’ - * P
CARRY—-OVER . - .7 $235,888.00
COOPERATINE RESEARCH ACT GRAxT | -
~
| NARCH 1, 1973 - FEBRUAIY 28, 1576 : 214,776.00™ "
TOTAL PROVGSED BUDGEF . = . . _
L+ MARCH 1, 1975 -. FEBRUARY 28, 1976 ¢ $450;664.00
LI A o ' \ ‘ i » N
Y * . . : u
"\ »e” - ? - b o, i
I. ,l‘\UHlNI-S,H\AH()‘; S .
A, Professional Personnel Costs | ' “
] - N = N
L 1 Eduvncibnﬁspeciulist - to Serve ' . ~
.ix\k as Right to Read Coordinator for ' .
. Illinois. L . .
$1650.00 per month X 12 months "19,800.00 '
" 14% frinpe benefits . _2,772.00 -e e
) . 22,572.00 $22,572.00
.- % >4 N N * . =
g 6 *Edutation Specialists - to help ’ »
¢ © implemcnt Right. to Read cbjectives , g .
and offer consultative services to 7/
local Right to Read directofs
A " .
f "Av. $1430.00 Fer month X 6 people 104,400.00 -
* X 12 months B SRR . _14,616.00 . .
: 147 frintﬁu benefits N " 4119,016.00 $119,016.00
. £ ‘ N
B. Support- Personnel Costs .. ? .
& Clerk Tvpists to handle clerical - = [
duties for the Coorgdinator and . | e
field consultants . ° . . L
" EER ] * . . |
Av, §650.30 per mnnih X 6 people Y s 46,800.00
1?2 months . ., ‘ 6,552100 - |
o l4Z.fringe benefirs  © } L $3,35%.00 $53,352.00 T~

e

.

C: : L -/ S

[:R\/ . . : ‘. £ .
e ‘ e "”'"2{) D e > . N '

~ D ¢ . . .
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- L+ Right to Read Coordindtor . °
-.Includes 5 meetings out-of-s¥ate - 3,600.00 .
— -
—— . &£ o
6 Right }b\gead {ield consultants .
. - Includes 1 mectinyg each out-of-state . Zl;hO0.0U . \’\\“j !
, . $3,600.00 % 6 people . © 25,200.00 . szs,égo.oo ,
] ! ’
* D. Rent - to-
$900.00 per month X 12 months 10,800.09 “ $10,800.00
E. Supplieéflprintiug. postage N ) -
¢ . - ‘
’ ) Supplies, Av. $600:per month X 12 mos.. (  7,200.00" : // .
Printing ,(itemized in Program Plan) 7 41,024.00 )
¢ ( General®' Commodities (itemized in . ‘ [
Program Plan) < - 20,000.00 . J
. Pogtage - e . " 5,000.00 ;
| Gommodities - daternalq for Literacy o - .
’Volunteers oi America ho:kshop (Ltemlzed IRy ~
. /' in Program Plan) 13,000.00 5
o /// Equlpment (itemized in Pror am Plan) _1,250.00 o
/oo | 87,474.00 . 87,474.00 = <«
N "TOTAL ADMINISTRATLON ‘ o " $318,414.00 |
f . w 0 . ’ * ) . *
I1. CONTRACTUAL SERVICES ' - . ' |
\ . - - |
" - A. Travel expenses for participants '
in regional training programs . “ B g
&»regions X 50 participants each | . . o |
= 300 pgrticipants . . M . ! ' |
s ,300 X, av. $25.00 per day expenses - \
v X 10 days * , 75,000.00 . $75,000.00 |
B. Redource people to assist in ! ) |
regional (training programs . . .- , l
A . . R ‘
Contractual fee ~ ’
*$75.00 per day X 60 days 4,500.00 > ‘
Travel expenses - T . , |
_Av. §75.00 per day X_ .60 days 4,500.00 T ‘
. 9,000.00 b$9,000.00 |
’ I'J ! t . 1
C. 'Right to Read Advisory Council . i
e and Task Forces : |
N
Advisory Council // 6,000.00 ‘ ¢ .
' Task Forces / 2,%50.00 : |
e ' ‘ r/ . 8,750.00 $8,750.00
?“\\\ D. Illinsis-Wisconsin mini-workshcp . - ‘
foff local Right to Read directors, * > ‘
> . ] ‘
;,///’/ Travel expenses - ) ) . |
Av  $100 ¥ '100 people . s 10,000.00 i $10,000.00 ‘
E. Travel expenses,forfpeople attending i i . ’Nj
Literacy Volunteers of America- training . ./
. programs ‘ ‘
) . . |
El{lC Av. 600 participants X §10.00 per 6,000.00 ‘ $6,000. 00 |

~ * - 209 "
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_F. Contractual fee for external ) : : ' . 7 i
evaluation ®f Fight to Read at v . . . e
0{fice of" the Suprrintendent - ’ .
of Public Instruction ° ' 22}000.QO . Y $22,000.00.
" G. Contractual fee to edit and index . .
¢ ERIC abstracts on reading for . e )
‘- Jjgint ERIC-OSPI publication ) 1,500.00 1,500.00
‘ S el - t "
.TOTAL CONTRACTUAL ' ' , ‘ © $132,250.00 -
| LT T ¢ .,
TOTAL ADMINISTRATION . ) . . . . §318,414.00
TOTAL CONTRACTUAL : o 132;256.00 _~
R . : .. : $450, 664 .00
. . " L .
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